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INTRODUCTION \

] -
. - «

CSE's Test Use Project has been gathering information bearing on
| . a range of testing issues for students, teachers,'administrators,
researchers, and policy makers. It is clear that our sc sdoa .
 great dea] of student achievement'testing; and some limited information -
has already been COliected on—certain practices affecting our students
in some areas of the country. Until the CSE study, however, we have o \
lacked 1nformat1anthat is nat1ona11y representat1ve and 111ustrat1ve of
the entire range of tests being administered, and yet, which is sufficiently
focused to be of use in test-based'pg%icy matters.
L - CSE has been. concerned first, that we have been lacking
descrigtive data reflecting the entire testing g1cture--th§ range of
tests being adminfstered, their associated users -and consumers, andhthe'
range of students affected by particular kinds of tests. Second, we

- ' < K

have also lacked the more-inferential uti]izatjonﬂdata--the primary

-~

-0 and secondary users of test information, the intended and actual uses
of test information, "variations in“use.across users and organizational
sett1ngs, the k1nds of decisions made on the basﬁs oftest information,

. the kqnds of students thereby affected, and the attendant costs of the

testing enterprise. - o
Since the inception of the Test Use Proaect in Decemben 1979, we -

have been exam1n1ng these k1nds UT\¥§SUES 1n a- broad framework which

. defines testing to include fOrm‘T tests, both norm- and crtter1on- .

referenced; curr1cu1um-embedded measures; district-, schoo], and teacher- ., -

.

» deve]oped tests; as well as the more 1nforma1 measures such as teacher ,

'\;r -, quizzes, qbservations, and other 1nteract1ons w1th students. In short,
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our study has not aimed at any single kind of test, user, or studentf.

~

But the studyzis also sharply focused in this broad framework, and
_examines some of the more troublesome aspects of testing student achieve-
ment testing in lanQUage arts and mathemat1cs, at se]ected grade 1eve1s
where testtng may.crltlcally affect 1arge numbers.of students and their
teachers--fourth and sixth graées in elementary sphoofs and’tenth grade

.

in high schools;. with emphasis on first- and second-orders of test use

(Baker, 1978). Finally, information on these matters has been primarily

feported to us by teachers and-principa]s--these who are close]y‘involved .

in first- and second-order uses of tests «' o 7,

\ N

' /
v The Tést Use Proaect has #cen proceedmg in two over]apping

phases. Phase I, $aking place between December 1979 and November 1981
has cu]minated in the co]]ecti?n'and analyses of suuvey data from a
national samp]e'of teachers and‘principa]s representing the targeted'
grades/schbols During Phase I1 of the study, wh1ch‘began Tn
February 1981 and*will conclude in November 1982, the project, will’ be
conductjng onesite studies in a small number of schools. The primary
intEntion:of this phase of the study is to identify the'direct and y )
fhﬁirect costs of testing, with the secondary intention of pursuing
salient findings of the Phase I work and expanding the contextual
\ base critical to interpretation of its survey data.

~

In our work thus far-we have developed and.refined the cbnceptqa]v.

scheme informing our work; reviewed and reported on the relevant
_ Titerature; conducted preliminary fieldwork in schools to pilot-test
’ .
‘questions about testing with teachers and-principals; drawn a nationally

representative sample of teachers and principals from the target grade

levels; pilot-tested and sent out questipnnaires to the sample;
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analyzed the data resuTting from that sample; and planned the conceptual -
{

framework- for our Phase II actlvyties ) - \
When all ana]yses of the Phase I survey data have been comp]eted

we plan to begin dessemination of results to teachers, principals, and

ether adm1n1strators, p]anners and po]icy makers, researchers, and .

tésting specialists. D1sseminat1on will cont1nue through the Phase II

cost study wh1ch when comp]eted w111 relate test1ng pract1ces to a

range of monetary, opportun1ty, and psycho]oglcal costs. 0ur findings

shou]d have a bearing not only on testing practices and test-based

decisions ahout ihdividuals and groups of students, but also on test

related poiicy making and.school practices including test selection,

déVe]opment and hse, as well as teacher inservice in these areas.’

: Since this report d1scusses one of the Test Use Proaect s two

major phases, we will prov1de some of the historic¢al background 1nf1uencing )

- that phase of our work and which leﬁ up to this dOCUment We will also

describe some of the findings eh%hat1ng “from .CSE's 1978 small-scale

. study of testing which in many ways was the primary 1ncept1on for the )

present stpdy; continue the findings in a discussion of the field-

werk which preceded the natiohaj survey, and B?eseht the principal findings °

of the national survey.
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| Planning Activities ) < D’ ~ N
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? There is~1ittle doubt that testing in our schools’has been -

Y3

incregsing in response to federal and state: program assessment.
requirements, accountability concerns, nationa1 and regiona1 assessment
needs, state mandated minimum competency requirements, and the expansion
of curriculumiembeddedltesting programs. l
As with other highly visible activities; testing has Become the
’ subject of much controversy, and the legal and'political systems have‘
| entered the debate. Testing proponents have argued that tests contribute
to educational quality controI{ help in providing individualized
;.‘ -instruction to students, and assist In improved educational deciSion -

making. Critics.of testing, on.the other hand, have described the ' 5

arbitrary nature of current testing practice, have challenged tests for

.

(

While there is some empirical iniormation'available about testing--

thefr biased properties, and questioned their appropriateness to

, Contemporary education and ts chanbing functions.

six full standardized test batteries, on anaerage, are taken by'a
!
student during his or her school years, at’ ieast 90 percent of the - !

LEAs in the country administer standardized tests to their students,

.
t

over 40 states conduct a state assessment program and/or have adopted
- T ' *minimum competency legislation--we have been lacking nationa]]y

. representative information -about- the nature of, this vast amount of
testing and how it is or is not being used in schoo]s. CSE s Test Use

Proaect has been collecting information” to answer these questions over

-

the past two years., That is, we have. been attempting to documgnt how

»
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much testing 1s5going'on in schools,-what kinds of tests are‘administered
and ‘with what frequency, wh1ch of these tests are used or not used in -,
the dec1s1ons affecting schoo11ng, and at wbat costs. Jn add1tion we

have heen examining the coord1nate,1ssue of the contextual factors 3 c

L

which influence the ‘administration of tests and:the use of tests for an

- i - y

instructional decision making. -

2

The framework we devised to investigate these matters-suggested

;Q‘ . rew .. . o
that in order to understand current testing practices, we needed to have, °

°

for each type of test administered, information concerning its'intended,
purposes, its- characterlst1cs, the context of, adm1n1stration, the
. actual use of its resu]ts, and the costs. This framework enabled- us
. " . not only to describe the natyre of testing, but also ‘to explore '
re]ationships anong‘the surrounding components listed above. 'u
‘Within the framework descrjbed above then we have beén_gathering )
- informat1bn on test1ng practices, test uses, and test1ng costs over the
~ two phases of the project. " In each of these phases,)our research became
i progressively more focused beginning with wide-ranging inguiry to
i prov1de a comprehens1ve view of relevant. pHenomenaznd perspectives, ¢
A)\ followed by the dessbn of specific study questions and instruments to
answer them, and final]y the co]1ectlon and analyses of data co]lected <

/7 ¢

. ' on'the quest1ons of interest. T ) ' 2

¢ >~ [

K Our p]ann1ng activities, which were devoted to ref1n1ng and . .

focusing the questions of the study and the framework within which they,

vere pursued had -several components: ‘we re-examined our'previous -
test use data co]]ected 1n 1978 we conducted a literature search and

review to “examine research on testing and test use and’to,1dent1fy

. -
- - ’
’ '
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‘\\‘ 7 a range of sa]ient poﬂicy issues; we consulted researchers, test }1 ‘
specia]ists, schoo] Tevel pract11ioners, and administrators on the NT e Y
po]1cy issues and foci appropriate for the study, we conducted 00 ..

exp]oratory fie]dwork to assess’ the re]evance of the guiding framework o -

% as a too] to provide us with information.on tests being administergd, the -
s kinds of pﬁrposes they serve, and the *actors inf]uencing their

- a¢§\h1strat1on and/or use, These activities he]ped us to exp11cate the

v oo full range of tests and other assessment devices being administered and

——— &

e - the kinds of factors that might inf]uence test use. a

i

= ' Together, the infarmation stemming from each/df our p]anning stages

suggested that consideration of three basic questions was necessary to provide a’
o .

. . rationa] structure for de]im1ting the emphases of the nationa] survey:

o What issues -and questions about educational test1ng presently g
confront those who make educational test1ng policy? L

el - s What information is presently avai]able to inform those .
-questions and 1ssuesg What kinds of informatiomsgaps remain? »
_— ", Of that information, which will be most usefu‘l? - S
/ \ -
. . e Of that’useful information, which can be obtained at an . \
‘appropriate level of spep1f1city within the scope of the CSE
. ’ - project and its available resources?”

)
- ’ v

Ny These-questions--concernedfwith issues -in educational testing, status of

current information on testing and test use, and definition of our
research prob]em-;ﬁtrbctured our thinking about directions for the national’ .
K ~
servey. For examp]e the matter of current 1ssues testing raised
” Soos »
a variety of\questions of potential relevance to the survey and to -
) -
.policy makers in a, variety of test-related areas. The matter of the \

emergence and proliferalidn of competency testing is one sueh question.

RN . . ‘ _
- . With more.than forty states operating minimum competency testing

- .,
-

programs, some of which require the tests for promotfon and graduation

e .

ta
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and others simp]y for checking students' basic edutational progress* it'~
y’/; at a]] 1evels ‘need to know if and

_seemed to us thatydecision ma
S how these programs influence students' educat1ona1 experqences and
3-“ + life chances, and if they do,.to/What extept and how equitab]x. P011cy
~makers are also concerned with externally nequir testing for program .
evafuatiqn, wdth‘itsﬂéeiated concerns of apcountabiidty and compliance
and the degnee'th which it ‘may serve other educatibna] purposes~ Another. ’
matter concerns district cont1nuum testing and its quality and éffective- o
ness in 1mproving local instruction. Heacher constructed tests and ) :; )
other assessment techn1ques comprise another-1mportant 1ssue s1nce ' p
teachers seem to spend significant amounts of the%r time administering
their own tests and quizzes What are the qualities.of these tests
that make them appear attract1ve and usefﬁ] to teaéhers7 And can these‘ kli
< qua11ties be 1ncorporated in other tests and_ test1ng procedures7 e
1 Finally, the area of current issues also reflects mattens of egnity; .
JL ’ testjnﬁ'costs/benefits, and potentia] nisuse. Are certain kinds of
students\possibly being over—tested at the expense of receiving .
"t ‘“ necessary 1nstruct1on? Are. students’ in generaT’being tested too much?
! Are part1cu1ar kinds of tests and testing programs worth the t1me,
. energy, and money invested in them? which have the greatest benef1ts
' and under which cond1taons? What patterns and/or combinatiqns of
,testﬁng provide the "highest payoff in. terms of generat1ng va]id and
Y reliable informat1on at minimum costs? 2 , N
The second of the three quest1ons de11m1t1ng the' study reflected
- " the, status of our current 1nfbrmation on testing and test use. What

* ¢

information is current]y available to inform those concerned with the
" —h

. kinds of decisions outlined above? Our literature review (see: Volume II,

R L

"
PEE]
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Test Use Report November 1980) suggested that very Tittle concrete - e,
5 ‘. Zep
1nformatlon present]y ex1sts _ . L .
-~ 0p1n10n and argumentation dominate the pub11shed mzter1a1 on

ttestlngt ExpertSndebate the merits of norm-referenced and eriterion-
referenced tests. ’;rOponents and opponentslof minjmum cdﬁpetency ‘
testfng-argue their. casesl The cultural and linputstic bfas of certaih
__tests are'cited Ca]]s appear for the' development -and g;e of alternative
’ assessment procedures and for more teacher tra1ning in testing These-
and similar discussions have helped focus‘the 1ssues that policy makers.
now face, but research to address those ISSUES is in sho;t supply.
Few national stud1es on teftlng and test use have been conducted,

Those that have been center orn teachers' att1tudes toward and use of
norm-referenced, standard1zé&ztests fe.qg.,.Ebel, 1967; Goslin, 19673
Kirkland, 1971; Stetz & Beck, 19791 Tﬁis emphasis recurs in most of
"the extant research on testing in part1cu1ar states and loca11t1es
(c. f., Angel, 1968 Boyd et al a1 1975; Hotvedt, 1978; Infantino 1975;
Rudmaﬁ§\1978; SalmOn-Cox, 1980), but-contgmporary concerns in the area g ’ .
ofleducat}onaI‘testing gokwell beyond standardized testing. Infbrma:
tion is reauiredion a wide hhnge-o t;ests and assessment practdces.

' ork by .Yeh (1978), which is’discussed ﬁater in this report and
- others suégests that these concerns about gather1ng information on a
'wide variety of assessment techniques is’ va11d Our test use exp]oratory;
. %1e1dwork, also discusse€d later in this regort, further pointed up the ’ .,
relevance of these issues. . _ a e '

The.appropriateness of giving attention to, and raisﬁng questfons s .{

about, the full range of-tests and other asses;ment procedures.is also

»s

1ndicated in sociological studies of teaching (e.g., Lortie 19754 A

14




. Kitsuse & Cicourel, 1963)‘and'research o teachers' decision making.
(¢.f., Borko, 1978, Leiter, lﬂ?ﬁk‘}Mehan, 1974; Shavelson, 1977, See
also"Airasian, 1979). Yeh s {(1978) work in test use prov1ded us with

9

_' a starting point for exam1n1ng this range. The rksearch of others, :
still in, brodreSS; will also begin to extend understand1ng~of the ‘

R current functions of d1fferent kinds, of test1ng (e g., Rudman Kelly,
wanous Mehrens, C]ark & Porfer, 1980 Resnick & Resnick, 19783

Sprou11 & Zubrow; 1979:‘Nat10na1 Eva]uat1on Systems, 1978*' At
presentu however, Tittte IS known abaut the uses and 1mpacts of teachers
': observation- and 1nteract1on -based Judgments or teacher-made ass1gnments
and tests, The same1s true about the functions and 1nf1uences of '
tests gmpedded in commerc1a11y produced curricula. And the 1nformat1on

on minimum competency test1ng, testing for.state and federal program

evaluation, or the objective:f;sed testing accompanying district- _:§§:;m

“‘}?i 7’.7.‘ LA
mandated sk1lls continua is equally limited. Asfde from the extant L R

work on standardized testing, there are only a_few, rather narrowly 35;55\517
focused stud1es on one or another kind of test (e g.» "Carducci-Bolchazy, \Qi\\\\\\
1978 Grew & wh1tney, 1978) il .

The above overVIew of issues and ayai]able information leads to )
, the third of the three de]imiting questigns of the study.'"fhat-gsl -3////ﬂ‘
‘what should a national survey of testing nraetfees and test use attempt

to aceomplish? Clearly, what policy makers and stakeho]ders in educa-

tional test&n% now need most urgently is tsic, broadly based descr1pt1ve

and 1n£erent1a1 information. They need to know what is going on in
schools nationWide with respect to assessment of student achievement,

More specif1pa11y, they need to, know whaE¥&ESts and other’ asSesSment
e iy

1
’ i . o w e . ;4.'\
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. Practices matter and in what circumstances they matter in American

~

public schools. T

kv:..—

‘i'
‘4
.

Matter, as used here, is construed in two ways--one quantativg,
\‘1

the other qualitative. In the former sense, a type of test or

.
i

assessment practice matters to the extent that it occurs wide]y in f “\

L3
.

American schools. Thus, our national survey of testing was concerned

N yith identifving the types of assessment instruments and practices .

which are administeredeoeneralhy and frequently. In the second\

ha

. ' qualitative sense, ‘a type of'test or assessment practice matters ta the

extent that it has impaot " Thus, our survey of testing had also to . .-

. didentify those types of tests and practices that significantly influence

the 1ives of students and the activities of practitioners in ‘schools. .

!

e !
Furthermore, our survey work would have to be attentive to two

» » g

kinds of impacts orainfluences. Tests, of course, can impact on the Tives

of students (and their families) when scores from those tests count as'

L]

%
i3

#\;__,»\ maJor factors in decisions made about them; e.g., placement and

-
4

grading deC1sions. ‘Test scores can also inf]uence students' lives

and teachers' activities when they are used as criteria in eya]uating

and changing curriculum, allocating funds, or identifying teachers' i
‘\\\\\\\\\\\::ofessiOnal needs for inserv1ce training.. But the Test.Use Project' s
N ploratory field research in three school districts, as will be seen ‘

Iater in this report has also ca11ed attention to the impacts that

tests can have by virtue of their very presence as required-or recommended
L ~ , N\

activities.

In summary, the initial research‘ problem for the CSE national ‘ B

:Survey of testing was to document: what types of assessment gre_extant



. ’ N \ .
¥ in ‘American e]ementary and high schools and to. discern where particular

v“

types fall on the following "map":

> -3

. Figure 1

. ) An Initial MaR of Hational Testing
‘ . ; : - and Tést Use

. . . )
Does a type of assessment:

o ©_ . OCCUR WIDELY? \

Most ] ~, least

. Most Cell 1 Cell 2

‘ e Occurs widely.| Does not occur widely
nAVE Has.great Has great impact

IMPACT ? impact :
L ' Cell 3 Cell 4
Y o ' - Qccurs widely | Does not occur widely
Least "Has little  |Has little 1mpact
: ‘ 1mpact L .
N Y . 0 L‘

L]
<

)

s This very basic information is currently lacking, as earlier discussion

has.argued.

Discovering how types of tests and other assessment practices array
on the above "map" would indicate (Cells 1 and 3) which types are now
consuming significant amounts of administrators , teachers', and students'
time and energy--and (in rough approximation) public dollars. Research™
toward this end was also intended to indicate which types of assessment
instrument::>nd procedures bear most heavily on students' educational .
experiences and life chances and upon the professiona] activities of
PR practitionjrs in schools. Simultaneously, then; such a "map" of tests

would enabye those concerned with testing to ident1fy the tests that

y 2]

matter most nationwide (Cei] 1, as "mattering" has been defined here) and
Ve




| . N . . . '
those that matter 1east‘(Ce11 4)--and jt wou]d‘offer a rough~but-useful .
. ' initial guide to those types of assessment activities'for which;costs
may current]y eiceed benefits (Cell 3). Thns, the shrveyiwould attempt- 7
to facilitate sorting and prioritizing the range of issues and questions
that confront those concerned with assessment of student achievement (
- = 1in its various forms, while providing a basic descruptive picture of
‘ ‘assessment activities.
The second research'problem for the-nationa]isurvey, as nhoted "
above, was to identify and describe in what circumstances particular
types of assessment activity matter. The survey would, therefore, seek
dath so that the descriptive “map" in Figure 1 could be differeptiated:
</sp that patterns' test use and impact under different contextual
. .conditions could be déscribed; Types of testsinay occur-with a frequency
| and/or degree and type of impact that varies from urban schools to rural, .
from schoo]s serying the economica]]y advantaged to those serving the
‘economically disadvaraged, from classrooms where teathers are more
experienced to those where they are less so. Achieving a differentiated
description of testing and test use of this kind can result in.the
identification of the factors that influence the use and impacts of
: particﬂlar kinds of test and other assessment practices Consequently, o
the description shou]d*afford an nnderstanding of conditions that : .
contribute to optimaleuse of particu]ar’kinds of tests and other assess- .
ment procedures. - : B

) ) { .
Summary. Earlier decisions led the Test Use Project's national ‘
’ -7 1y
survey to focus upon: ’

.

. Lwe




- o Achievement testing in language arts/reading and
mathematics at the upper elementary and high school - "
grade levels. . - .

, e Test uses of the first-auisecond-order (Baker, 1978),
) i.e., the uses of testing within schools. . '

i ° Informat1on on the latter as reported by c]assroom
- teachers and principals.

More specifica]]y, the nationa] survey would gather basic
descriptive 1nformatfon on:

® The frequency and distribution of a broad\range of
- types of achievement testing and other achievement
assessment practices.

\ e The impacts of those types of testing and pract1ces,
' @ €.y

- the particu]ar purposes for which test scores
and other assessment results are used and
their importance in serving those purposes,

- 'the influences thosée types'of~testing and. assess-
ment practices have by virtue of their very . <
presence as required or recommended activ ties,

o The combinations of factors that influence the uses ‘and

. impacts of particular types of achievement tests’ and other
hchievement assessment pract1ces

o Patterns of responses 55 survey questions on the ;bove issues,(as ( -
seen dater in this document} will heiplgnovtde basic dgta on the benefits
‘that accrue. for. students and pract1tioners~from'types of ach1evement/

tests and assessment practices., Negatiue ;mnects cited by respondents .
»uill hefp to formulate?some of the costs of testing. In_Phese IT of . ' /'i.
the\fest Use Project,.uhen be]beup field research occurs, the monetary;- -
opportun%ty, and nsychological costs o} testing wi]l.be the focus of

inquiry.- The projedt s exploratory fieldwork confirmed the wisdom of

this ear]ier decision. Even when using 1nterviews in the field, checking

cost information was extremely difficu]t.

. . .
¢
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At this point in our planning activities, we begah to approach «

the question of study design and data co]]ection, and selection of a

reSearch model most appropriate to our endeavors. ' !

The Research Mode] Guiding the Test Use Project

»

One end-resu]t of our "planning activities was.the selection of the. - -

‘ central questions which would guide the national survey. These questions
were stated'as follows:
1. With what frequency and distribution are particular types
of test given in the upper e]ementary grades and high -
school?

2. .In what ways do particular types of tests and testing
impact upon schools and those within them; ,

a. through their very presence, required or recommended?
b. through utilization of their results?

. 3. What factors influence;
a. where and how much particu]ar types of testing are done?

b. the ways, types of tests, testing, and test score use. - : p
impact upon schools and those within thep? ‘

As wi]l be recalled from our 1980 Test Use report to the NIE
B since our survey was intended to be both descriptive and analytic, we | .
| were concerned that oor research meet the’canons of descriptive validity. .
~~ In selecting a theory of tHb nature of the phenomenon to ‘be described,
the researcher impgses a reality, consisting of a set of constructs and
{ statements of re]ationship and function, on the phenomenon being
¢ described " This imposition of reality occurs as the researcher attempts

@ to describe the activities and events that are taking p]ace and the

+

" manner in which they are taking p]ace. In fact, when he/she makes

-y
2

* decisions about what to se]ect for description and what to omit, the

1 -
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. researcher imposes his/her own structure on what is'"really“ taking ;

1]

place:. It°is critical, then, that_the researcher's tonstructs and

assumed relationships bear a reseiblance to_those which oarticipants in

the‘phenomenon being described actuaiiy act upon. ‘In brief, this means: T
<

that the .researcher's description of the phenomenon being studied

shou]d attempt to integrate both the researcher s and the participants'

" orientations and conceptua]izations Thus, our survey deSign proceeded . o

from a conceptual standpoint that maintained contact with the orientations &‘
and purposes of educators in schools and at the same time addressed

our own. centrai policy and research concerns.

As discussed in our 1980 report to the NIE, the study S conceptua]iza-

‘tion invoWed two interlinking coricepts: that of the teacher as . a

¥ // i * *
practical reasoner and decision maker;wand that-of tésting as an inter-

vention. - -

As practical reasoners and decision makers, teachers orient their

« activities to the practical tasks they must accomplish'in, their every-

“

day routines and do so in light‘oifthe practical contingencies and - -

~

exigencieS'they face. Teachers,. further, carry out‘their activities
. 4

based on their understanding of a "wor]d’known in common and taken for

granted" (Schutz, 19§2). ‘Our planning stage activities can be interpreted

from this perspective. That teachers orient their- efforts to the practical
tasks that are central. to their everyday 1ives and that they do orient S, g
to their practica] exigencies was recurrently documented'in data |

Y

gathered during our planning activities. Further, teachers rely on - R

"consenspally-supported and phenomenologically-based understanding to -

' ’

.
P . . .
. . . -5
Te

carry out their tasks. ’ , . = X

.21 -




‘fieldwork demonstrating that: - :

Itf our 1980 annual report to the NIE, we cited evidence from our

.

The second concept framlng our.proaect s survey 1nqu1ry was the >

&

Teachers report thelr—oses of-test results as serving most
heavily the functions that are at ‘the core of teaching-as- .
practiced. i

The means of assessment tha teachers report using most
often and in the greatest variety of ways are those which
facilitate the accomplishment of their practica] activities

-under the exigencies they face. . g

( LY ’ -
Teachers tend'to use least those tests which fit least
we]] w1th the practical demands of their everyday world. -

' For g1ven agtivities arid decis1ons, téachers most often use .

the results of various types of assessment techniques collec-
tively. Scores from one’test or.one type of test rarely .
serve alone as the basis.for’ accompllsh1ng a task.

' ®
Teachers orient to the—rout1ne const1tutive tasks and
ex1genc1es of teaching-as-practiced. . .

concept of testing as an intervention: That 1s, whether requ1red or

recommended, tests, by virtue of their very presence in the teacéerﬂs

w0r1d can function'asﬁeducationaT change agents. Our,planning stage

f1e1dwork suggested that tests can function as such in any one of three

\\Nays'

(Evidence supporting these‘jxnd1ngs, though previously d1scussed in our
>

. .
e

N 7 o -

Mandated tests can add new standards of accountabillty to
the practical exigencies teachers must ‘attend _to 1n their
everyday routines. - . I

Mandated tests can change the pract1Ca1 circumstances under ¢
whjch teaching and 1earning must be’ accomplished ., )

'Testing programs of particular k1nd§’xan facilitate accomp]ish—

ment of the routine tasks of teaching-as-practiced by
responding to the p;actfcal exigencies teachers face.

reports to the NIE, wlll once again be summarized 1n a subsequent section

-
’ s P
. ; .
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of this report. That section, in addition,tb_summarié}hg.thﬁ fieldwork,

» ;.will also discuss CSE test use data preceding the fieldwork and the -

— findings of the Test USe-Project's'natioﬁal survey¢) ‘
In the foreéoing disyussion\wg have outlined the concepts of
teacher as practical decision maker and testigg aslan intervention.
Is . These cohcepts serveq to orient the-design of our national survey.- The
tho concepts éonverge to‘provide a grounded thebry of test use in‘d
'schoots and clqssrooms. it is a theory takingigﬁtd account the purposes
and ?onstructs of participants ‘in the phenomenon'qnder examination, and
i; f; a theoﬁy whigh,per%its is;des to be addressed that'are~centra**t0~“
' ‘_;policymakers, stakeﬁolders in the testing enterprise, and fhe community
. ~of -researchers stdﬁyigg educagjonal testingl‘ o : T
, This theoty of test use provided a heuristic for the informed
. - selection of domains to be examined in our survey research and indicated
some relationships for %tudy amang those domains. ?hq doﬁains were
concerned with the following: AR ‘ -

. Federal/state/local teéting requirements . T
h 4

.o ' | _Federal/state/local instructional programs

2%

Organizat?on of curriculum aqﬁ instruction .
pes of sghdents served ) .
1 aéhers' perceptions of the utility of tests and types of tests
Teachers'~experienée and training
. District and'local site leadership action . VA . L

¢ “Types of tests given: purposes and frequency - i

Types of test score use

LX)

Impacts.of tests

[}

-




\ .

- - - .’b
The CSE national survey findings reflect the above kinds of domains. The
reader ‘who wishes to examine these findings Js invited to resume readlng

w
of this repor® at page 65, where the selection of the. national samp]e,
the deve]opment of instrumentat1on and discus$1on LOf its flndings begins.’
The reader who 1is 1nterested in a11 of CSE's test use findings, those
which led up to as well as those stemming frga the netiona] survey,

should continue below in the section dealing with our 1978 studYT‘\\-<\

v
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As mentioned”previous]y, one of CSE's early activities in‘gathering

information on teachers' test prag:ices and test use began in 1978 Two-

-

hundred Sixty teachers participated in this small- sca]e\study, represent-

ing 20 Ca]ifornia elementary schools in zwban, rura] and suburban areas

. and in Tﬁw and, higher soc10economic communities. The resu]ts of these S

-

teachers reports gave some: pre]iminarf answers to oup questions“bf
- .
o The vo]ume_df testing'bccurring'in schools. ,
o The extent to which teachers use test results.

™~

c'Teachers’ kndw]edgekof and‘attitude'tbward'tests.

"o Factors inf]uencina the use of tests, - .

The Volume ofATesting Occurring in Schools

F b

.
‘.

A]l schools in the study administered yearly state assessment tests

&

* ’ : * '! L L ! *
in grades one, two, three, and six, and all administered annual or semi-

-

- annual standardized norm-referenced test batteries to their students. A

sizeab]e number were required, in addition; to §ive-beginning and end of

year assessments of a criterion- referenced or district continuum variety,
a2t

As with a]] California schools, the schools‘in the study were TnVO]Ved in

requ1red minimum competency testing "While this ]isting oﬁ’required tests

is sizeab]e, it-is not exhaustives ~Other kinds of tests, teachers rep0rted

.

constituted a much greater propOrtion of assessment activities in schoo]s‘

One of the surVey questions addressed those tests administered-rUUf'ne]y
’

by ctlassroom teachers in their nqrMAQ_instructiona] actiVities Teachers

L4
L3

R . -

I
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reported more frequent .testing in mathematics than in reading, but the N
P X

-

frequency in both subject areas was substantial. A maJority of the
teachers reported giVing weekly or daily mathematics tests, and eighty
percent reported at least month]y mathematics testing About one third ’ Y

e “u ‘
. . -

_of the teachers administered week]y reading tests, and another third

reported monthly-reading tests, Testing in both subject areas was 1ess

frequent in the primary grades than in the upper e]ementary leveis i \‘

*

The'Extent to Hhich Teachers Use Test Results ! . | )

? ’

The survey investigated use from two, perspectives: first, yhat sources
Jof information were used to make particular instructional deciSions, and
secand, what use was made of test resuits? The first perspective inquired

o

about the use of.tests relative to cher sources of.available information;
P Y .

the second gsked more directly'about the use of particular types of tests; - L 5
N .
but gave a more ]imited sense of relative value. - e ' ‘ ;}

e« Jeachers were askeé@mhat sources of information they used most fre-

quent]y at the beginning of the school year to assess student skills

- hr‘ = LY ». g
Fifty—eight percent reported that test results were most important for N @5

initial reading placement, and 66 percent reported USing test results most
' often fOF\\;1t1a] mathematics p]acement - cN

\

While these findings implied that test resu]ts, and even those from
required tests, prOVided important inférmation early in the year, the
picture changed as school got underway ‘When asked the sourceslof‘information
they used to aisess student progress throughout the year; teachers reported

relying most heavily on interactions with students, 1nforma1iassessments

- - .-
- ’~ ]




' le.g., oral quizzes, reading a]oud), and the results of{teacher deveToped'

' somewhat ]ess frequency.

21,
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-

- [y \ ’ .
tests. It.seemed that the results of standardized tests were rarely used,

and that curriculum embedd%d tests fared only sT%ght]y betteP. - .

Test.results, then, seemed to prov1de the teacher with a qu1ck and
o

acceptab]e‘est1mate of "the ability of new students w1th whom the teacher

-

was unfam1]1ar However, once 1n1t1a] p]acements were nde and teachers

became more acqua1nted with the1r students,they stated that they were 1ess

-

Tikely to rely on standard1zed or curficulum tests as information about

students' progréss. oo

\

>

A similar picture emerged when teachers were asked more directly about

. how they use‘;he results from their oWn ‘tests and from'requ1red tests.

.Teachers indicated that they usua]]y used the resu]ts of their own tests\*

for several purposes. to make instructional decisions, to eva}uate the |,

Ed

effectiveness of their classrooi program (e.g., teachind strategies, cur--
rfcu]um'materia]s),'and to provide information to others (e g', parents?
other teachers)

L )
A ‘

In contrast teachers stated that they used the resu]ts,from requ1red

L

tests on]y 1nfré’uent]y for any of the above purposes. , They segmed to use

_these tests re]at1ve]y most‘often for report1ng to parents or other staff

M

and for eva]uat1ng the effectiveness of teaching methods and mater1a]s,

Requ1red test resu]ts seemed

i1 G

to funct1on for teachers as 3 standard of compar1son,'wh1]é te cher made ’

but the1r reported frequenc1es were qu1té 1ow

tests repprted]y were used more for 1nstruct1ona1 dec1s1on maE%hi

s
N .
. )
.. - . . N
)
. .
.
- -
4

i~ “/"*a .

Teachers also reported using tests to ass1gn grades, but with ¢

<

T

-
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Teachers' Knowledge of-and Aftitude.-Toward Tests'

9

Most teachers reported some‘tra?z%ng, e.g., college courses and in-
el

3

service  sessions, in educational measurement. Thirty-nine percent reported
two or more college courses related to educational testing, while 23 per-

cent reported no college courses in this area. A majority also reported

2 . . »

at least one inservice course in testing. ) > .
Despite this formal training in testing, however, teacher s responses
about” appropriate 1nterpretat1ons of common standard1zed test scores raised ‘\

i S
some quest1ons about their-levels of’ understand1ng When presented w1th .
. . &

test results, only 50 percent of the teachers were able to ﬁnterpret cor-.
rectly percentile and. grade equiva]ent scores--the two methodslmost fre-
quently. used for reporting standardized test scores.
Stirvey data about teachers' attitudes toward required testing were
more consistent. Responsel about how teachers evaluated the costs vs.
the benefits of testing, their reactions to discontinuing required test— <::///
‘ing, and the1r'op1n1ons of what requ1red tests measure portrayed a some-
what negat1ve plcture. ' : .. s .
. When asked to rate the amount of c]assroom time spent in required o
testlng relative _to the teacher and student benef1ts which accrued
teachers felt that a bit too mucﬁft1me was spent in test1ng S1m11ar1y, f
- the responded that teachers wou]d react favorab]y to the discontinuation
of testing, though aga1n the1r responses were not extreme. Finally,
‘teachers stated that they felt that their students performance on re~
qu1red tests was lnf]uenced to some extent by the 1nstruct1on they rece1ved

¢ .
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factors.
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'but they stated:that they believed student's motivation, test-taking

'skills, unusual circumstances;~and test quality were more important

[

N

Factors Influencing the Use of Test Resu]ts

Two lines of. inquiry suggested factors which influence ‘the use of

tests by teactherss F1rst,°teachers were asked what features they con-

%

:'s1dered 1n formu]at1og their own c]assroom test1ng prograins. As stated

~

" in an earlier sect1on of this report we assumed ‘that the more tests ex-

emplified de51red features the greater the likelihood they wou]d be used

‘A second avenue of 1nqu1ry was more empirical: what contextual-var1ab1es

Q

were assoc%ated with more test use? e.g., teaching experience, classroom
L Y . .
organization (team teaching vs. self-contained), grade level taught, and

availability of classroom aides.

. / - ) *
_~ What test qualities were most important to teachers? Teachers reported

that clear format, similarity to class material, and accurate prediction of -

achievement were the qualities they considered most important when choosing

preuared“tests. Similarly, when asked why they developed their own tests

rather than using copmercial tests, teachers cited suitabjlfty\for their

students and sensitivity to classroom instruction as eritica] reasons. They
stated that lack of funds, of time to order tests, or of information about'
tests were un1mportant 1nf1uences ' Intuitive val}dity appeared to be the
essential feature for teaehers. did the test match what was taught and d1d
it;provide a suitable context so that students could exh1b1t their skills?

This criterion contrasts teachers' perceptions of required tests as being

i
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heavily influenced by students' test-taking skillsand other extraneous

influences. ~ ) : -

. 3 hd

What contextual féctors seemed to be associated with test use? Cer-

tainly:grade level appeared to exert a significant influence. Primary

grade teachers reported administering fewer tests, that they were less .

Tikely to develop their own tests, and that they would react more posi«
tively to abolishing required tests than would upper elementary school

teachers.

Years of teaching®experience was also related to different patterns

5

of test use. Younger teachers, i.e., those with less than eight years

of teaching experience, appeared more skeptical of testing. These teachers,

relative to thetr more’ experienced peers,-appeéred more Tikely td use their

own tests and other less fowgnal methods (e.g., work assignments, informal
quizzes, students' p]aée in the text) to assess student progress, and less
11ke1y to use the resu]ts of required, standardized, or curriculum .embedded
tests. They were also.apparently less optimistic about, the extent to which

instruction infiuences?students‘ performance.on required tests, an opinion

*consistent with their reported behavior. Perhaps these younger teachers
were iniluenced during:their preservice training by re]atiVely‘recent cri-

 terion-referenced testing methodo]ogies, and were, therefore, more suspic-

.

jolis of published tests. N .

¢
- <

The presenceAbf aides was also associated with more frequent use of

assessment data. Teachers with classroom aides,'compéred with those with- '

out such aséistance, réported greater usq of curriculum-embedded tests and .

used stuéent's“piace in their book and gther informal assessments more

E .
I3 »
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‘often-to monitor their students' progress. It may be that teachérs felt

that‘eonsiderable record keee?hg was requirggrto maké good use of test

data for instructiqpa] decision making, that a cltgeroom aide would ease //
' significant]y the burden in this area, and thus might be instrumental to o

a teacher's use of tedt data. Fbrther, the teacheEE"ﬁﬁﬁhf have been con-

cerned about u51ng test data for instructiypnal dec1510n maklng to -identify

and better meet individual needs. The avallab111ty of aides might make

teachers feel that they then haye more time to prescribe alternative set-

tings for instruction, e.g.,’%ides caﬁ give tuterial essistance,‘supervise

small student groups, etc. Without instructione} alternatives, however,

'teachers might feel less moti&ation to use test data, because they lack

the:resources to carry out more individualized pyescriptions and/or needed _
remediations. Consistent wi?h this hypothesis, teachers with aiees appeared
less 1ikely to allow failing students td=p§ogress to the next instructional N
unit, and more Tikely to provide such students with remedial help, e.g.)

AY

tutoring and additional practice.

Summar ,

, ‘ The findings of CSE's 1978 study reﬁ]icated those of other resedrche;s:
Teéchers in the sample ;eported that they'do'not make mpch use ofthe many
standardized tests they are requj}ed to administer. Furthermore, whife
they perhaps were not'adamantly hostile in the face of required testing,
t\e1r attitudes towards these tests, ‘at best, were reserved These att1—»
" tudes may expTa1ﬁ*rep0rted patterns—of- use:*or~non~use.AﬁTeachers’—know?-——

edge in testing, no doubt, was also a contributing factor.

» -

ety
XA




e

The teacheré_réported that required standardized tests comprised only

’

a{r’ small fraction ef classroom assessment activitieé. Curricu]um-embeddeqié‘
tests and particularly teacher-made tests Qere not only more prevalent,
apparently, but played a larger ro]e in instructional dec1s1on mak1ng
These kinds of tesgs apparent]y had con51derab]y more validity for the» .‘ ¢
* teachers in terms of their su1tab1]1ty for studentg and their curriculum \ |

]

, coverage, two prime criteria for teachers.
- ’ . . ¢

What other. factors contributed to the teachers' use of tests? Grade

@

| level, consistent with dtﬂer studies, was'an important factor (see-Goslin,

‘ 1965; Yeﬁ, 1978). Less §§§ting wéq; on in the primary grades in the sample.
QOre interesting, however, was the finding that the aVai]gbi]ity of cfass-
room aides was associated with greater use of tests. It was hypothesized
that aides provided a support function for the teachers--both in record .
_keepjng and in'making bossib]é“instructional alternatives--that enabled
teathers to use test resu]%s fgr decision making and to imp]ement:fhose . .
decisions. During the 1978 study -we saw the potential importance of making
suff%cient resourées available to teachers to implement any new idea, and that
the systematic use of test data to improve instruction, in 1978, was a

N . re]at1ve1y rew idea. e
e, . . . “R“ 1).«. ( )
T Adequate knowledge and training in the use of tests, i

.appeared in

\ 1978?Pwere necessary resources. The survey indicated that/most training

related to testing occurred during preservice education. Thus, whilgﬁ N

younger teachers might have been exposed to newer approaches to testing,

¥ . -

many older teachers perhaps had not. Given, in addition, the questions .,

the -survey raised about the efficacy of teachers' training in testing,

>
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the néed for additional staff development activities seemed quite clear

on the basis of our 1978 study. ’ .
The data from this study had an e§r1y bearing on the direction that

our present investigation of test use would take.

-
~
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THE EXPLORATORY FIELDWORK RS
\

Intentions

' -

-

The. field work was ﬁntedeq, in conjunction with other Phase I plan-
ing activities, to serve two purposes: ‘ .

(1) To help refine and focus the conceptua] framework -
t* and research questions guiding the three-year study.

(2). To inform construction of survey instruments to be used .
for collecting data from the‘hational sample of teachers
and principals. '
Theron-site field work was designed‘to address such questions as:
the range of ways tcachers and others in schools seem to have for assess-
ing student's cerformance and progress;’ “the range of purposes that\gs-
sessment‘iesqlts--test scotes and other 1nformat;cn-~seem to serve; tRe
kinds of assessment and uses of results that seem most pervasive, most I
influential fcr curriculum and instruction; ‘the factors seeming to ,impact
on assessment practices and uses most significantly; the reiationships
among those factors; and the'adequacy of: the study's conccptuaj frcmcwork.
The. fieldwork was aimed to provide 1nf6rmatjon in response to suchiquesp
tions as these and so assist in refining and focusing the siwvey design.
N© ‘ The fieldwork was simultaneously intended to inforwtthe construction
. of iﬂitrumgnts for the ﬁétiona}‘surveyt‘ The exploratory effoct undertook '
e to discoécrrwhether—educatorsrinvthe schools tisited wottld find important e
study issues too complex, ‘too ineffable, or otherwise too difficult to ad-
.dress succinctly, s1mp1y, and at the same time (from their point of view)

N

accurateTy Attention was also given to the kinds of questioning strate— N

< e hnd 5 L
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gies and forms that seemed to bring the clearest, most precise responses

to-part1cu]ar issues. " The f1e]dwork also soUght to: 1dent1fy what types

(or ro]e categories) of prac 1t1oners in schoo]s were. ]1ke]y to be best

1nformed on certa1n factual atters, ‘e.g., have complete information on

\

the schoo] wide test1ng pr gram, know who requires that particular tests
be given, etc. Mdore fun amenta]]y, the fieldwork aimed to comprehend as’

fully as possible the.nays teachers and others. think about and talk about

Y

the evaluation of student ach%evement their‘instructiona] decisions andi
pract1ce§”“and other matters 1nto which the survey wou1d 1nqu1re In S0
doing, the exp]oratory work strived to prov1de data so that the language
and concepts of the survey cou]d be a]1gned with language and concepts .‘
through which teachers and pr1nc1pa]s-organ1ze their experience; that is,
one of our prime concerns at this stage’in the project reflected the jssye
of va]id{ty prev%ous]y described, in which fntegratibn of the conceptua]
schemes of researcher and part1cipant is critical.

Fo]]owing f?om the purposes and objectives outlxned above, the field

work was or1ented to explore issues related to the fo]]ow1ng questions:

3

1. What Kinds of Tests and Other Assessment Techniques are Adminis-
tered?

2. What Purposes are Particular Kinds of Tests and Other Techniques
Intended to Serve by Those Who Require Them?

‘3; What are the Features of the Social-Contexts In Wh1ch Various
. ' Kinds of Tests and Other TeEhn1qUes Occur? .

(including staff members att1tudes, perspectives, and reasoning
3’Eon student assessment, their levels of experience and training,
demographic characteristics of the scheol enrollment, etc.).

e

.

-
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4. What Are the Features of the Organizati®nal Contexts in Which
§ Various Kinds of Techniques Occur? - | -

- . (including 1eadership actions, in-service programs 6rganiza-
tion of instruction, etc.). . o ‘ -

5. How and By Whom are the ResuPts of Various ‘Kinds of Tests and

‘ “Other Techniques. Actually Used? o _ . . N
P Sites were selected for Field work in terms of the following ) N o
criteria: > )
> Y Diversity in Required Testing Program

N

. graphic/Regional and Demographic DiverSity b
(in luding diversity of ethnicity, socioeconomic status,
and first language among the students served)

t

Variation in District Size and Resources
Variation in Local InstructionalfPrograms ° -
Variation in Reputed Skill and "Sophistication“ in Test Use

) )
AccessibiTity within Budget Limitatidﬁs . /

[ o > w

Phone contac;s to gather appropriate seIection “information wére made'>
with persons familiar w1th state testing programs with the salience of
testing in different regions of-the United States and with 1oca1 district

activities. A set of "interesting" districts was thus identified Then,

using a standard telephone prot0col,,in ormation was gathered from offi-
cials in these “nominated" districts on” districtiand school activities.
Vo On the basis of these calls, three districts were chosen.
- | Three schools.for site vigits were identified jn each district with -

. : - '
-y the assistance of district gfersonnel. During this process, an effort

L * .

was made to locate a roughl Balanced number of. e]ementary and high schoo]s, )

schoo]s serVing higher and lower socioeconomic popu]ations schoo]s with -

A

more traditional programs, and schools w1th more innovative' instructiona1

- programs. ° . . g ’, ‘ : ‘. ‘ {
prog .36 ! C .
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P .
Exploratory field data were gathered primari]y by interview. A
deta11ed description of the 1nterV1ew forms and procedures followed
appears in the Test Use Proaect Annual Report to the NIE, 1980. In brief,
two forms of an interview schedw]e were used. We were concerned, first,
w1th the need to balance the*cOnceptual schemes of researcher and part1c1-

pant. Second, we were equa]]y concerned_with m1n1m121ng biases that m1ght

stew from'the questions asked by the researcher or from the kinds of ans-

" wers -offered by respondents. Therefore, one form of the interview was

deliberately direct and addressed matters of "testing." The second form of
the measure worked by the method of indirection, and addressed matters of

"jnformation teachers use for classroom decisions." Interviews averaged

" 45 minutes in.length. They were conducted in three school districts (one

in the Northeast one in the M1dwest and one in the Southwest) and nine
schools with respondents in the fo]]ow1ng roles:
Principa]s
. . ‘ Vice Principals

7
3
Department Chairs ' 8
6

Counselors
Classroom Teachers 44 )
Specialists 7

District Administrators 4

Member of Intermediate
Educatioh Agency 1

80 Tota]

The results Bf the f1e1d work are summar1zed here in two forms.

First, findings across the d)str1cts and.schools are presented. These

4

o

T ' X
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findings primarily address study questions.l 2, and 5 JSee pages.zg 30)”
which were concerned with tests administered, intended purposes, and
test users. Second descriptive narratives‘of each district and school

are pVOVIded These- narratives,which primarily relate to study questions

) G R

3, 4, and 5 whieh were concerned with social and organizational contexts -

-

9, \

of testing and test users, are intended to prov1de an interpretive and
congextual background against which to view the findings refiecting test -

administration and purpose.

General Findings

:

Across the nine schools in the three districts visited, a wide range

of assessment techniques was evidemt. It is important to note, at the out-

" set§ that respondents referenced these almost always by their proper names

or by vernacular variants of proper names. That is, they rarely talked

about "norm-referenced tests," "criterion-referenced tests," "objectives
based tests,” "curriculum-enbedded tests," etc. Instead, they spoke about
"the Ginn placement," "the‘CTBS," "the Key Math," "that state matrix test,:
the "5ucherrA11red,";and so on. When respondents did refer to kinds of,
tests, most often they gave them functionai class names, e. 9., "diagnostic
tests," "placement tests," "pre-tests,"‘"unit tests," "semester finals,"

I’ e

"the competency tests " Exceptions were "standardized tests," minimum
competency tests," and "district tests" (or, the"district testing program,"
which referred to district-developed, continuum—of—obJectives based mea-
sures in the particu]ar sites V1$1ted) * . <

, These observations are important in that tney had obvious implications

for our survey instrument development. But they are also noted here to
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. ¢

call attention to the fact that ‘the typo]ogy of tests and other techn1ques ¢

used in this report is one dewe]oped by the researchers usxng ategor1e

£

sa11ent to the practitioners 1nterv1ewed

-

As expected, a' wide range of assessment technlques was reported by °

the teachers from the hine schools. These 44 teachers (22 e]ementary and

~

22 secondary) co]]ect1ve1y4nent1oned the use of eight_categories of assess-

ment devices for a total of 351 citations, whﬂch is more than likely a

P 4

Tow approx1mat1on of the actual amount. The assessment categories as well

“~

as the number of citations of assessments in that category (tn parentheses) '

follow: Standardized tests (43), Curricu]um-embeoded tests (63), District
objective-based tests (19), Minimum competersy tests (12), School-depart-
mental, and/or grade-level tests (17), Teapher-constructed tests (101),
Diagnostic jnstruments (11), and Other eva}uation techniques (75). The-
"other" category jnc]uded such‘techniques as ‘homework, worksheets, con-

-~

ferences, book reports, discussions, observations, etc.

As can be seen from the above frequencies, teacher-constructed tests

and “other" evaluation techniques-were cited ng;t often by the teachers

“interviewed, a finding which is fairly consonant with Yeh's (1978) con-

.. clusion that curr1cu1um-embedded tests and teacher-made tests are‘used to

a much greater degree than standardized tests, but desplte high frequency
of test1nga,teachers are more 11ke1y to use personal obseryations and in-
teractions W1th students than test resu]ts to assess student's utogress

-This latter point was‘not reflected in the frequenc1es given above but it
is possible that many of the teachers, and especidlly those at the e]emen-

tary level, fag]ed to ment1on many of the 1nforma1 assessment activities

. . . . h 4
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that occur becausefthey are used so frequenqu and are so much an integral

part of the teachiRg process. This possibility influenced the manner in

thch we conceived and phraseditems on the survey instrument so that the ) .
kubject of informal assessment could be explored- further. ’ - ¢

.The amount of time these assessment techniques take to prepare, ad-
minister, and/ot graqé was also explored. Aéain, as expected, a wide
' range of time ;peq; on evaluation in the classroom was réborted by ghe
elementary and secondar& teachers.interviéwed. However, on pursuing
this.matter it became apparent that teachers exberienced difficulty in
pro!jding an exact estimate of time indices. This was due to a var1ety
of reasons. For one, some teachers cou]d simply not remember how 1ong
the tests took. More commod}y, it was d1sc9vered’that teachers allowed
different students varying lengths of time to finish the tests and thu§
found it difficult to average the time amounts for all students.. When .
ask;d about the informal techniques they used, teachers found it(next to
" impossible to estimate the time they spent as mény of the téchnjques were
ongoing and/or overlapping. A -
Although the aforej’h%ntioned difficulties we;'e encountered during o |
the ihtervfewing\h?ocess the teachers' reports gave sbme indication of
the time de&oted to evaluatfon. The teachers tended to be conservative
in their estimates'gnd when ranges of time were given for a particular -

assessment technique, ‘we 'selected the midpoint of this time frame for

o

analysis purposes




.and math instructional/class time assessing their students. The 22 secon-

. dary teachers reported that about 24 percent of their Eng]1sh and math .
-
c]ass time was spent on eva1uat10n The proport1on of total c]assroom

time given over to assessment was qu1te 1arge for both the e]ementary : <
and secondarﬁ'teacgers; one to 64 percent for e]ementary and six to 75 \;-,
percent for secondary. o , = .
r . ‘ i 4

At first glance it appeared on the average.that the secondary teachers’

spent more time assessing the1r students than the e]ementary teachers. How-

- (2

ever, when. looking at the responses concerning the types of assessments

>"““eglyen, the vast majority of the secondary teachers responses yere for

.

formal pencil-and-paper tests. Perhaps more formal testing is occurring: _

at the secondary level than at the eﬁementary grages'bécause of tHe ages-

of the students involved and because the secondary teacher has less’time
for the. use of informal techniques and/ox observations.. ‘As the elementary ‘

" teacher ususally spends the fu]]'schcol day with the same group cf students,
he/she has more opportunities‘for informal eva]uat}dns and ‘less neec for
the more formal ones. A1$o, because the informal techn1ques were not cited r
kby the teachers as frequently as’ the more forma] ones, the d1t)ﬁrence in
the percentages of t1me allotted to evaTuation by the two sets of teachers

"was quite Jarge. - o \\;;'

A

The .analysis also showed similar results for’ the total amount of time -

the teachers spent on evaluation. “This tota] time includes the preparation, -

i . - v ‘

‘adm1n1strat1on, and grad1ng of tests/assessments The e]ementary teachers

'reported on,the average that 15 percent of their time (wh1ch 1nc1udes in-

struct1ona1 and non-instructional/preparation time) was spent on assess-
v . . o ’ . »

[ v
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ment while the secondary teachers spent 34 percent of their time on the
- A

‘'same.  The ranges reported by the e]ementary and secopdary teachers were

three to 56 percent and Q1ne o 69 percent, respect1ve1y Aga1n teachers'

tendency not to report 1nfgrma] assessments and the use of many more formal .

evdluation techniques at the secondary 1eve1|may account for some of the

. difference in the amount of time spent on assessment in elementary and

~.
—

t

secondary classrooms. ) o .
LI s = >

rjRanhe of Tests Administered

Fieldwork indicated that a wide range of tests were being administered.
For example, standardized tests, such as” the Comprehensive Tests of Basic
Skills (C}BS), the Metropolitan Achievement Jeit (MAT), Iowa Tést of "
Basic Ski]]s and of Educational De;e]opment (ITBS}'ITEQ), etc., were

administered in each school district visited. . -,

Curr1cu1um-embedded tests of various types.were also g1ven everywhere,» ,
. but a]most exc]us1vely at the elementary grade levels. Most of the curricu-'
1um—embedded tests accompan1ed commercially- produced e]ementary—grade series
1n-math and read1ng Among those given frequently were placement tests;
the "un1t" or I'cr1ter1on" tests designed to assess ach1evement on a spec1f1c

port1on of the curr1cu1um, and "end of the book" tests (i.e., thosqsghe

- student took at the completmon of a given reading or math 1'1eve]")

X

- Minimum competency tests were g1ven in two of the districts. In one'
case they were district- deve]oped and included four separate 1nstruments

asseg 1ng fundamenta] math sk111s and four assessing skills 1n the language

I
arts, These tests were g1ven at the high sEhoo] level and passage of a]] CL

I
eight was required for graduation. In ‘the secoﬁb d1str1ct amw 1nstrument

“™. v'developed By the state for .administration to ninth grade students’ 1nc1uded .




37

-

the -general domains of read1ng mathemat1cs, apd’ wr1t1ng' Its function
p :

was pnly diagnostic.

.
. A statewide assessment‘measure was given annually in one d%strict

to a matrix sampling of students at certain e}ementary and ‘high school
leve]s. Individual student scores were not neported to schools, but ag- .
gregations by grade-level, schoo], andidistrict were provided on various
subsk%lls tn reading, -mathematics, and writing.

<o

' D1str1ct tests, d1str1ct-constructed and mandated for use district .

wide, were part of the assessment p1cture in two of the three districts

visited.

E
.

Séhoo]-,'departmenta]-, and/or grade-level tests werefound in five
school sites. One high school, for instance, had iust deve]oped'and ad-
ministered a wr1t1ng sampie in all grade levels. Depantments‘in several
high schools had teacher‘deve]oped m1d terms and finals for part1cu]ar

courses. And in two e]ementary schools in one of the districts, #6ams of

‘

teachers at particuTar grade levels constructed and gave common tests keyed to

-
4+

their social studies curriculum.

Diagnostic instruments were also enp]oied largely, but by special-

.ists stich as remedial reading_ instructors teachers of the "learning dis-
ab]ed" and emot1ona11y handicapped," and Tit]e I program staff members .

~Almost all of these were found in e]ementary schools 4 .

Teacher-constructed tests, quizzes, and the like were, of course;
extant in eVery site. E 2

Other measures of student achievementswére also preva]ent in a]]

L4

classrooms. In the elementary grades, ‘'students' daily worksheets, class-’

¢

-~

- . . l
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room performance along w1th homework and other aSS1gnments were men-
J

t1oned as ways of evaluating students' progress. These same types ‘of
' ‘ .- s . .
"measures" were among those-used by high school teachers.’ The latter

also cited.conferences with students, peer evaluation of classroom—reports,

.5
B

‘ oral quizzes and question-answer sessions, group discussions, and a wide -
variety of written assignments as assessment techniques.

The speC1f1c conf1gurat1on of tests being administered in each of

-

the d1str1cts v1s1ted is prov1ded in the d1str1ct narratives.

-

-

Range of Reported Uses /

»

D1stinct patterns of use also grew out of fieldwork analysis, which

suggestedathat test scores and other assessment results were used for a

finite number of purposes across the sites visited. At the classroom level,

there was 1itt1e schoolZto=~school or district-to-district variation in

<% gfiethe range of uses respondents' reported. Eleven types of uses for assess-

- ment ]nformat1on were 1nduct1ve1y derivable from the specific comments of’
. educators interviewed. -Recall that the uses 1isted Below are those which

individual'respondents said th

themselves made of test scores and other

student assessment “data i . &
- (1) Referfal to andjér pTacement in special programs,
,appropr1‘ e ciffsses, appropr1ate "tracks," etc.

(2) N1th1n-c1ass oom placement of students at appropr1ate Tevels
in individualized programs, in reading or math groups, in
. occasional, temporary skills remediation groups etc.
(3) Planning 1nstruct10n~ "figuring out my class strengths,"
7 " "Jearning what the group needs," "getting féedback so I know
- .what we have to go over again," "working with one of my grade-
level groups of ‘teachers to decide what areas they need to -
. strengthen,“ etc e .
(4) Monitoring student s progress, "seeing how they're do1ng as
we go along," ""just gett1ng a sense of whether they're learn-

ing anythmg - R | 4 ‘

2 ‘ .o . «
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(5) Holding students %ccountable for doing asszgned “work, main-

taining class d1sc1p11ne
b4

(6) Assigning report card grades.

(7) Certifying students' competency for promotion, high school
graduation. , T

(8) Coﬁnse]1ng and adV1s1ng students about how they are doing,
about their preparation for future courses and academic
goals, about their achievement, motivation potent1a1, etc.

(9) Infbrm1ng parents of how their children are doing in regularly
scheduled conferences, at "back-to-school” nights, special
meetings, when problems arise. ]

v » . \
(10) Reporting to higher organizational levels within the district
*--to the principal, district office, the scfool board--on
student achievement.

. (11) Comparing groups of students with others, judging'hdw a class,
school or district js performing relative to others,

Patterns of Assessment‘Results Use

From the=respondents"comments about how they used the results of

particular tests and other assessments we developed a coding scheme to
index the importance of particu]ar resu]ts for particular purposes.- This

s1mp1e scheme depicted the use of a score or resu]t for a given purpose

‘as: (1) the so]e,1nformat1on source*used (2) one of two or three major

sources; (3) one of many. sources; (4) a verification source, i.e., used

(%3

ancillarily to,check dec1s1ons or conclusions already reached based on

other 1nformat1on sources, and (5) not used, simply adm1n1stered

.

Interview data from the 44 classroom teachers included *330 descriptions

»

of how the results of particu]ar types of assessment were used.* They .

¢

also inc]uded'21 statements that the respondents did not use results of

#undant uses for d1fferent tests of the same type were dropped out in
lapsing ‘the 346 tests/assessment means cited into the eighttypes of
assessment 11sted earlter in th1s section.

RN




types of measures that they administered.

As Table 1 indicates, teachers rarely used only one type of assess-

'ment information to make a given decision or accomplishla given purpose: -
Only 5 1 percent of the uses cited (including statements of non-use) were -
“so]e source" uses, i.e.,-results used-alone to make a given deciSion. In
two-thirds of the cases, resu]ts~from a particular type of assessment

N

w/re .used as one among many fypes of information employed for the particular

S

.

purpose at hand.

-Instances
Mentionad

¥
“ t

Table 1 - >

a ' R e ]

Overall Patterns of Assessment Results Use

.-
M

s,

. .. .
D L . NS SN SIS
N . * boas
q«

R

- @ T ) _ - =
_ ' .+ Functional Importance - R
" Sole Source ~ One of " One of Verification Not s
: - . .| Several.major many . Source Used TYotal.
3 . Sources ‘Sources . . . .-j"
18" 65 | w7 10 "2 351+
: : ~ -
(5.1%) - (18.5%) (67.5%) . *(2.8%) (6.02)| (100%)
: i - - et
) . .o SR . =

s PR . .
. ) %

In short, 1t appeared that teachers were most likely to look at a

variety;of different kinds of <infarmation as they make the judagments,

analyses, and reports they must‘make as part of their rout1ne4profess10na1

é_tiV1t1es.

-
-

. . A3
[ N o~

- N ’ ? .’ .
Test 1nformation used:as sole and major criteria: If most means of

assessment prov1de 1nformation that is used Jointly With: others which

- means do sean to prov1de 1nformation.that functionswas a sole or major

’ -
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criterion in teachers' activities? Table 2 provides -an answer in over-
view.
- T . Table 2 .
. Types of Tests Used by Teachers B
- . as Sole and Major Sources of Information for any Purposes
— -
3
: " Total* . / " Total: .
_ R . @itations Count Sole & Major
Test all = (Column %) (% total
Type Jetels . Sole Source Major Source: ° in Table)
' : 5 5 0
Standardized 43 (33.3) (7.7)¥ (13.2)
Curriculum 5.0 12 17
Embedded . © 63 - (27.8) . (18.5) . (20.5)
District 1 6 - 7
Objective-Based 19 (5.6) - (9.2) . (8.5)
< Minimum + ’ 8 0 0 0
" Competency 120 ~(0.0) - (0.0) - . .(0.0)
Spatewide N 0 ’ 0 0
ssessment 10 .(0.0¥ ~ {0.0) (0.0)
School/Department . 0 ,' 9 9
Grade-Level 7 (0.0) (13.8) - (10.8)
_« . Tndividual_Teacher- - 5 15 . 20
Constructed { 1o (27.5) - (23.1) (24.1)
: - g 0 0 0
Diagnostic 1 + (0.0) . (p.0) -.. > (0.0)
’ . . 1 }8 19 -
. Other . . 75 - (5.6) (27.7) o (22.9) T
. M , . . 83 ~ ~ "
TOTALS: - ¥ 351 18 . 65 (100.0)
5 : *Count of.all insténces in vhich tést type was mentioned as -
. . | used .'in y way, including "not useq" category.- ~ .
. ) | N ‘ . A -
> - "Minimum competency tests were used as the sole sourcé for’
- . deciding whether students graduated from high school .in
R one district, but this decision was not made by classroom
i o _.teachers or other school-level pr_‘actihbners. . .
S ‘ ° 47’ S R
" Lf:hg ‘ ¢ %:’ -wN‘ d
= =




+ And the fieldwork data suggested that the types of assessment. they use ‘4;

’

From th& above, a picture began to emerge of teachers drawing upon |

many types of assessment to do their routine instruction-related work.

most frequently Jn this routine work. tended to be those that are

*

_ -In short, those tests teachers see as linked most c]dse]y‘torthe routine,

use ﬁost .often. Addltionally, the phenomeno]og1ca] evidence of everyday

43

-

most immediately accessible to teachers and which provide most
immediate results; those over which they have most cohtrol--can
administer. when they choose and can see the results -promptly;

those which purport to serve funct1ons isomorphic with the tasks
teachers must routinely do; i.e., curriculum-embedded placement
tests figure significantly in placement dec1s1ons, records of

_ progress througha continuum for placement in a continuum; tests

that teachers.design or text publishers produce for measuring
achievement on a-unit of jnstruction for monitoring progress and
grading students on that unit, etc.

those whi¢h' teachers -deem to "cover" most-exactly the content of v

~ the material they are teaching. . K

practical activities of thei}7e§ehyday professiona] lives are those they

exper1ence with students plays an important role 1n teachers' assessménts

of them.

The s1ng]e exception to this generallzat1on appears- to occur 1n the
use//? standard1zed‘tests—— For the, most part, teachers used these. for
general reference, to get an 1n1t1a] sense of how the1r new c]asses "Took"

relative to others, or as a normat1ve reference point aga1nst wh1ch to

’

T % . R

|

gauge progress--except, it seems, when they are nequived to do otheqw1se-

by district mandate’ ¥. .
Test information that is not used: In 21 instances, teachers said '

they-did not use the results of one or another type of test that they R

gave.

» ,* ’ ' .

: oA ; .
DTN, S— v -
¥ - "
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Ten teachers mentioned thejr non-use of standard1zed test resu]ts;

IR . Aiad s
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. seven ment1oned non-use of statew1de assessment In the case of the latter,

teachers had no access to students’ individual scores or resu]ts aggregated
-, .

. by class. - < ] . .

- T s W ‘
- . The above 'descriptions began to indicate some of the-activities in
3 . R . ‘
which assessment results play a definitive or major role. Table 3 pro-

vvides‘a comprehensive picture of‘the purposes for which they do s0. N
S o Table 3 ) : : St
¥ « CoL et

Purposes for Which Teachers Use Various Tvoes of Assessment Rosults
as Sole and‘HaJQr Information Sources

. ) . -"Count: Number of Citations _
" Purposes - Sole Major Total (% Table Total)-
Planning Instruction . =~ 1 9 10 (12.1%)
Referral/Placement: \ — . -
. Special Program 4 5 9 (10.8%)
Within-Class Grouping and I ‘ . '
Individual Placement - 7 18 .2 o« (3033 .., ..
Holding Students Accountable - . . ' : L
for Work, Discipline . *’\J7 (8.9%) -,
Assigning Grades - 0 9 9 (10.8%) ‘
Monitoring Students’ Progress 0 6 6 (7.2%)
Counseling and Guiding Students 5 : 8 13 15.6%) -
- Informing Parents * 0 ] ] (1.2%)
Reporting to District 0ff1c1als, . . )
School Board, etc. 0 2 2 (2.4%2)
. Comparing Groups of Students, _ ; ‘ R
Schools, etc. ol -1 1 (121 SR
- *Certifying Minimum Competencx;;; 0 6 ..0 - 0.0% , s

. TOTAL — . 18 & .83

_ *Note:- In one district’ vvs1ted tests of minimum competency were required ‘2."1:
‘ for h1gh school graduatxon. Respondents however, took thds as obvious ‘
andqsarely mentioned-that they served in this way. When they did speak of.

s

the uUses of m1n1mum competency results, they described their uses for other o
purposes.a o ) . . e ey
X A As Table 3 shows, test Scores seemed to play an impertant role in‘
(S . N : ’ ) 3
S student placement decisions. In 40.9 percent ofi\-the instances in which.
;’;’\'f’. ‘m: ’)“" »’, ¢ ' " . -, .. : . ey " -
T - o ) —_—
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’may count‘morecheav11y than 1n others

o

tsachers reported that they used: assessment results as a so]e cr1ter1on

or a_major criterion, the pTacement of Tearners was at 1ssue The use of

)

scores as a major basis for 1n-ciass placement was espeC1a1Jy frequent.
ummary. Mostaoften, teachers seemed to cons1der the resu1ts of
severa]dtypes"‘?'assessment collectively in arr1v1ng at'a part1cu1ar de-
c1S1on or carrying out a particular act1v1ty. When. they reported depart-
1ng from this practice, it was morewoﬁten 1n the d1rect1o f we1gh1ng
ihem less.

test scores more heavily than in-the direction of countin

(Citations‘of results as sole and major information sources equaled 23.6.

~percent of the total; citations of results not being uséd or_used only in °

ver1ficat1on equa]ed 8 8 percent of the tota] ) The, p?acement of students

.seemedfio be an act1v1ty in wh1ch the resu]ts of one test o type’ ‘of test

N

AN

e - g& . - R
Re]at1onsh1p_7Between‘fypes of Tefts and Categorles of Use'

| Table 4 surrmar1zes ‘the es& type/use ,type re}’at1onsh1ps reported

N c

by both the e1ementary (n 22) and‘sec“_ ary {(n=22) c]assroom teachers .

J
k65 that the main uses of test and other;.
' ' g J

jnterviewed. The tab]e 1hd1

. . ., &
g for instruction e
Arouping students and p]ac1ng them at 1eve1s of 1nd1v1dua1azed
programs within classrooms : £L> ) .
. 5

K3

Grading

* Monitoring students' .progress, i. e.& kée;}ng,track of how they
are doing -over time. 1

—~—W . ¢ T

assessment results jnclude: - . s - ‘ _

-
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Table 4

Types of Tests and the Uses of Their Results

USES
Counts:

Elementary Secondary)’

fell Total

Type of Test -

Planning »
Instruction-
Referral/Placement:
Within Classroom .
Grouping & Individual
P]a;ement
Hoiding Students 3 0 4 4 A2 0 {9 ¢4
Accountable for Work,| & 3 [ Q ') 9 8 0 2 13 ,
Discipline ' . ] .
Assianing Grades [0 1[14  3[1 0.1" 0 5 15 17411 0 [7 1 |38 28
dosigning frades, Py 1M 1 -1 o I's” 1w My 's e
Monitoring Students' 1404 O 0 2 10 8 {1 0 {10 2 |33 12
Progress - 19 4 |4 a. 9 2 18" 32 - 51
ing 11 R 2 . 2 8 10 [4 2 .10 12
Sounseling b Gulding '3 ™ o ["2” | o o o ' 1 st
Informing Parent L0 ' 1.0 J2 0 N\
R I A o ¢ o ko |12 R
Reporting to District 1042 ' . 3 0 (6 0
0fficials, School o 11 {2 9 9 ] [ 9 3 18 a
goard, etc_. ‘ _ ™ - . ) '
Comparing Groups of |+ Of . |1, . . ’ o fr oo [3 0 :
Students, Schools, |JX .| O 1 0 0 9. 9 ') 1 3 .
thc‘ ’ ~ ’ . . .
: . 0 1 RN o 17 .
oyt Jo oo |ixloe Jo. o o + o 11
CToTAL 24958 5[10 0 |2. 8. 12.1 [2.14 |25 [0_1 |5, 227, 13 .
" Use CITATIONS .3.2% 83131 |10 3 6 - ] 1 2 3
. iz Staterentss |5 5 ax 11 .o 7 |1 0. . o 7 14
P ctapeerents: Pyl o ol 2 AT D IR T T )
o < . 129 1458 .5|19 3 9 2 8 [3 14 |46 55 - {10 1 (54 21 224 127
JJowd cttattons % e e [T P e In st T




Summari. The expioratory fieldwork indicated that the sample teach-,,
ers most frequent]y drew on the results of three types of assessment
“These are (1) their se]f-constructed tests quizzes, and written assign-
ments, (2) other assessment techn1ques that they devised or chose to
seek dut and use, such as-class discussions, peer evaluations of work,
conferences with students, ta]ks'with their students’ preuious teachers,
oral read1ng sessions, etc.; and (3) curriculum- embedded tests--those

that come with district-made curr1cu1uu1"packages" or commerC1a1]y pub-

lised texts, kits, and the like. They appeared to use each of these

three types especially, but others as well, in accomplishing a variety

of purposes. That is, teachers seemed to refer to each ki d ot assess-
ment resu]t for making a var1ety of Judgments,Justas'they seemed to make ,
a given deC1s1on by referring to a Var1ety of* assessment results. Prin-
cipa]s‘seemed to engage in a similar practice,walthougn the test scores ”
"they used most. often and the purposes for wnich they used them most fre-.
quently*differed from those of teachers. A1l this suggested, of course,

-

‘that the national survey should examine patterns of test.type/test use

Y

e]ationships "It should not assume S1mp1e one-to-oné correspondenc S
between 3 test score and a use s )

Teachers most frequent]y cited test scores and other assessment resu]ts
as serving them in four act1V1t1es: planning instruction, grouping and
p]ac1ng students in a cont1nuum of objectives W1th1n the classroom, as-

signing grades and monitoring students progress over time. Counse11ng,

gu1d1ng, and ‘other use seemed to foﬁlow from the factors previous]y oo
PN

discussed..

PR <
PR AL
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A final point is worth noting again. Returning to Table 4, it is ob-
. - vious that some activities for which teachers use student assessment re-

.

sults are relatively "under-ment1oned " For 1nstante, conferences with
parents are a routjne part of teac;ers work, espec1a11y at the e1emen-
'tary school level. .A talk with any teacher about his/her students in-
evitably includes compar1sons w1th students 1n other classes or schools,
students in preV1ous years and- so forth - That these activities weré
cited relatively infrequently as uses of assessment results was trouble- . 3
? some to us. In taTking with teachers, however, itlbecame evident that many
-of* the practical tasks for which teachers use test ‘information are, in ‘ .
N fact, ftransparent"‘to them.” That js, they are so much a part of eueﬁy- | .
day life that they go un-noticed. They are treated, literally, as‘unre-’ *" {
S markable. That this is:so s probably best illustrated by a conment made by | |
L.ia high schoo] assistant prtncipai in the first district Nisited, who ex- . .

R " . plained in the same brea%h'that they did not pay much attention te CTBS

.

¢ scores in his schoo] because the ‘yp1cal fresmnan enter1ng the school was.
"two years “at least be]ow grﬁae 1ereT‘““' s <
ThlS shou]d serve as a caveat “that Table 4, and the d1scuss1on wh1ch

has fo]]owed from it, is not a comp]ete p1cture of the frequency w1th o p

S which the teachers 1nterv1ewed use~test resu1ts for.gertain purposes. )

) ~But, g1ven the open-ended nature of the 1nterv1ews, it is very likely a R
ff o, . comprehensive p1cture, overall, of the'kznds of uses that test and other ”: ?9 ' i;
A; | '.assessment results serve. .. B s ‘ o g o i .
o ) \ . u ;

P - h -
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Content analysis of the taped transcrrptions of the nine°schoo]s L

across the three districts prov1ded 1nformation bearing on'the so\3a1 -
and organiiatlonal contexts in which tests are administered and used* - -
. This analysis suggested “that five factors seem to have a bedaring on E |
. _ the,gtmosphere;ﬁFﬁﬂnch tests are administered, and consequent]y how

they. are "va1ued" by teachers and used/not used in c]aserom decisions

On the basis of - fieldwork, these factorS'emerged as:.

W

(]L,/state testing policy and requirements

.

(2) coherence of schoo]/district testing policy and requirements

-

o . (3) 1eadership in the instructional uses of assessment information
‘(4) locus of ownership of the assessment program

(5) recognition that no single test can serve (nor is intended
. to serve) the information needs of decision makers who
lect a variety of interests from broad program accoont-

. - abi]ity to specificclassroom practice.
v . 3 K3

. Nhile we had not intended fieldﬁork to provide a picture of
“exemp]ary" test use (that would poss1b1y emerge during Phase II of the
‘ 4(_.,nroaezct), ana]ySis of responses did suggest a tentative picture of how .
contextual factorsimay converge to make tests appear "usable™ (as ) .

i

"previous]y described on pages 6, *42 of this report) As will be’ seen later, -
the district which seems to hdve a successfu1 testing program--successfu1 a ' “*ff
/ .from the standpoint of reconciiing or ba]ancing externa] testing'require- .
| ments wnth school-level uses of testing--assumes an organizational L.
posture which has elements of cenfralism and diffus1veness. The importance
of this observation emerged from our cross project co11aboration That . i

is, one of. the Test Use Proaect st!lf was involved with CSE's Eva]uation

Design Project, which has been examining eva]uation/testing matters at
. N ’ . o

i " '
L . .

v

A
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the district41eve1 Part of the co]]aborat1on 1nvo]ved the production of a

A

CSE monograph entitled Eva]uat1on in School D1str1cts ,Organizational

Perspect1ves (Bank & W1111am5' 1981, in press). During this 1nter~

4 -
project work, some of the f1ndings stemming from work at the district

Tevel, :;d/whwh are d1sojsed in the monograph ‘took on importance for

v

an inve t1gat10n of testing at the schoo] .and classroom 1eve1

-

For examp]e, it is poss1b}e tnat an organization and 1ts
const1tuent parts can (or perhaps, should) be "1oose1y coup]ed" in

some regards and*more t1ght1y coup]ed.1n others. This variable posture,

when app11ed to dur fieldwork findings, appears to lend itself to mul-

t1p1e uses of assessment 1nformat1on uses wh1ch are central and con-

° v

cerned with externa] \tcountab111ty -and reporting requirements and uses .

!

which are spread out and ref]ect the dec1s1on needs of individual schools
and‘classrooms This is not to suggest ‘that a balance of centra] author1ty

and d1spersed decision mak1ng is the omly approach that will lead to develop-

i ment of a"usab]e" test1ng program. But it appears to be‘the approach

that has evolved, over time, in one of ‘the districts we studied, and it

? <

seems to reflect not only organizational reality. but the careful determina-

t%on of varipils decision needs and specification of an assessment‘infor—’
mation system that will ‘meet these heeds. : - /

) Assessment programs often intend to provide infermation for use at
local, state, and/or federal p011cy levels. Often‘the- program will tend~”\
: to emphas1ze the 1nformat1on needs of one of these ]evels to_ 'the exclu-- .
sion of the others. Many assessment,programs appear to.be driven, or

are perceived by the peop]e 1n them, to be dr1ven more by broad, externa]

accountab111ty than by. concerns for c1assroom and school~specif1c
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o * information.- -(This issue of external “linkages" is' also discussed in
. . ° Bank &-Williams, 1981). Audiences associated with these external require-
e ments often ask for--assessment <information that can 'be used to compare

. educational programs rather.thap'to‘show the growth of individual pupiis

in terms of a specific set‘of edocational objectives. A school system
which tends to: respond more to the externa] audience than to others fre- :
o quently relies on the co]]ection and analysis'of pupils’ Zcores on a ‘
norm-referenced test. It may be critiCized for lack of concern with
indiViduaI students and cheir growth on preCise instructional objectives.
A schooi system tending to respond solely to audiences concerned with

indiVidual student growth in a given classroom- (no such sys -

Y

tem was -discovered in the present study) Pmight tend to rely more on

criterion referenced or objectives-based tests to provide information

1

for.diagnostic and prescriptive information. A school system. taking this

positfon might be subject, to'duestions ahout the educational significance
b of the scores obtained on this kind of test -- What do they mean? Do they

; ) show whether the 1earning that has taken place is important or triVia17
‘e K How do the scores obtained on these tests compare with the scores ob-
* a tained on other<kinds of tests? : "

A school system might attempt to reconCile both kinds of information.

\ f B - . * v
3 S needs, t&exammﬁhe operant assessment requirements, to investigate their .

"own assessment née S, to determine which kinds of information will address

H o .
- the range of needs, to deciide which kind of measure is most appropriate =~ - -
* " B » " ' - * » N 4 ’ B N
) for generating the information addressing a particular decision area, R
‘ to speCify for its partiCipants the- intended uses of various measures, L

R and thus des1gn a coherent assessment program which “is perceived to

have a variety of over]apping uses. - N .

SR T ' , L : h R
sERIC - 0T R 172 . , N
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. be more concerned’, or at least their teachers felt they are more con-.

. - N . . . T N . "
<o . A . < . ., B Lo hg\;

) ’ ‘ %«
One of the districts we spent ‘time in appears to have developed

* ' .
tbis kind of assessment program. The two other districts we visited '
seemed to be trying to move in this djrection,/bht still seemed to ' e

.

. cerned, with exterpal accountability issues.
. . Y * . m

District One

Thi's school d1str1ct, Jocated in the urban Northeast, has 24<ed;

schools (k1ndergarten to grade 6 primarily; a few are K-8) 2 m1dd1e -
schools (grades 7- 8), and 3 h1gh schools (grades 9 12). Total enroll-
ment is 27, 000 with a:ﬁrox1mate1y*50% Black, 30% H1span1c, and 20%
Ang]o and other comb1n The district had approx1maté1y 18 schoo]s
that are Title I eligible.
The state in wh1ch this d1str1ct is located has a m1n1mum compe-
tency test1ng program which is- st111 1n a'form5t1ve stage of 1mp1emen—
tat1oo. Nh11e no final determination had been made at the time data
were col]ected scﬁoo] d1str1ct off1c1a1s did not anticipate that the L
prof1c1ency test wou]d become a requirement for high school graduat1on.
By the prov1s1ons of the state requ1rement, which focuses on "education,

eva]uat1on, and remed1a1 assistance," . all 9th graders are tested for

prof1c1ency Any student scorJng below a certa1n cut-score (estab11shed

by the state) must rece1ve remed1a1 assystance from the 10ca1 school/ ey

d1str1ct The state requ1red testjng covers the areas of réad1ng/ < _' S

language arts, mathematics, and §1so calls for a student writing sample.
- [} : ’ I . ’
Beyond the state required minimup competency testing program, the .

L
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dfstfiqiihas its gyg‘t§§ting program, whjch is a]sd“in a formatiQe'sfage

of deve]ppment. }his district test{ng program dea]s with_the'areas '

of reading and communication arts, and includes the'use of a locaily de-

veloped criterion-referenced measure. This test is structured by gréde,
‘écope, and sequence, is intended to provide mastery data, and is ad-" °
ministered by teache§s ipd/or reading consultants. It becomes part

of the student's permanent school record and follows him/her from grade to ‘grade-:’

and school to school. District officials anticipate that when this test

has been fully developed, it will become part of the district's response \\\\j

to the state required minimum competency testing program.

"As part of the district's réquired testing, the Metropolitan
‘Aéhievement Test (MAT) is used in grades 2 thrbugﬁ 8. It is administered
' egeﬁy spring. At the“high sEhool level, the Coﬁprehensive,Tests of ‘

Basic Skills (CTBS) is fgministered in the 11th grade.
The district te;t, which s accompanied by a specific curriculum,

is supposed to be administered in all, schools as part of an htpempt to

standardize thé curficulum; this was apparently not happening in actual
practice, héhever.

" District Two

~

“

/ o - . - .
The second district we visited is located in an urban area in the

L]

Soutﬁwgst. This district has over 100 elementary schools, 20 junior high
schools, and 14 high schools. 'Igtal,distr{zgdénrollment is a little
over 160,000. S

fhe state in which this district is located has a required mi;}mum

_competency program fdr high school graduation. Local districts can use

3

59




District Three ' T _ 3

a state develgped test or select/develop their own. This district has
developed iyéyown competency«program to, meet the state requirement.

Among the tests in use in elementary schools are: CTBS; the state
P .

.. assessment program; the district competency test; and variable use’

of a range’of curriculum-embedded tests and teacher observation and
o * £
classroom interaction. Among the tests, in use in the h1gh schools are:

the state assessment program, d1str1ct competency tests; CTBS
)
tests associated with coﬂ]ege entrance, and variable use of teacher

constructed measures and classroom observation and interaction.

e
%%

The third d1str1ct v1s1ted wh1ch demonstrated multiple and "exemp]ahy“’

uses of assessment 1nformat1on, is located in a rura] community in- the
g .
Hld-west This district. has séven elementary schoo]s three junior

high schools, arld one high school , Total dlstr1ct enro]]ment_1s a little.

over 5,000 students, of whém-ordy 6 percent are mfnorities: '
0 - +
The state in which this district is’ located has no required m1n1~
e

- mal competency or prof1c1ency testing. Ihe only state requirement is

~

that districts must 1dentafy>studentbneéd§ and set,pﬂans to meet de-,

20
[

sired levels of achwevement. o : , _— - '

-

. .Among the tests used ane the Towa Tests of BaSJc Sk1lls (ITBS
grades 3-8), the Towa Te§ts of Educat1ona1 Development (ITED grades

' 9-12), the Cogn1t1ve Ab111t1es Tests (CAT, grades: 1,3,6, and 9), d1$~

trict/school deVeloped obaect1ves-based tests, and curr1cq1um~embedded
tests. ’

Schools in this district also enjoy the resources of an Area"

R .
A4 .
- tre . . . .
.
v ° - .
- . N *
2
. .
L]




Education Agency (AEA). .One of the funct1ons of this agency is to
provide technical assistance to schoo]s and individual teachers who

haveiquestions, prob]ems, and needs n’n testing. >

This district differs from the fin}t and second on some important .

dimensions. ' In the third district{\t;e fairly well accepted, district/.

school developed tests seemed to redute the amount of time that teachers

spend constructing and administering their own tests (especially at

* i 4

the(elementary schools), thus freeing .instructional staff for other”
tasks. These locally deVeloped tests are lardely seen as complementing

the use of standardized tests, and‘serving different, though related

- - e

decision:needs. In additiou,‘with greater aeceptance of dist:ist.testing"
there seemed to be a c]earer‘sense among the .teachers of both the
:district“'itselﬁ as an educationaf system and its kesting poﬁicy
and intentions, which teacners did not seem to see -as threatening.
Mueh of the infonmation provided Sy the respondents"seemed to reflect
. needs, 1ssues “and concerns about the levels of decisions (Baker, 1978)

that m1ght need to_be made on the basis of assessment information.. Two

of these, levels 1 and'2, were alluded to prev1ous1y' Level 1, reflecting
. L

information needs to make decisions about individual students, is of {

prime concern among teachers, specialists, gU1dance counselors. Leve]
2, reflecting 1nformat1dn needs to make dec1s1ons about groups of stu-
" dents within a school, is also of concern for teachers, but somewhat
more SO ;mong department chairpednle, grade level coordinators, and
: bvincipalsf Level 3, reflecting information needs to make decisions
‘”about groups across schools, is‘the concern of decision makers at

\d

LEA, SEA, federal levels, and tnevgeneral public.




Test Uses/Issues 1n District One |
-
; In one of the schoo]s in this d1str1ct, an elementary school, respon-

dents did not appear to value the d1str1ct cest1ng program. There was an

impréssion that .the school administratfon, which had been recentiy appointed,

‘was se]ecced to stress the district‘program and the need for accquntabi]ity

at the level of the school. Respdndents seemed not to see the pur-
_pose’ nor the relevance of this testing prdgram. They did seem to be
‘concerned with the kinds-of tests available, their match with class-

- room curricular concerns and the 1nstruct1ona1 un1t at which che test/
has decision-making re]evance. Teachérs here were 1arge1y concerned

that the tests being used dfd not seem to match their 1nstruct1ona1
concerngvand retated information needs. They saw little coherence in'-the
' district)schoo] testin; policy and expressed little confidence,in its

, /
classroom use.  _ '

and some. of ;he cyryiculum and resource specialists éeemed to concern
themselves to an extent with accountability (1eVe1 3) decisions, but
the teachers did not seem OVerly concerned with this ‘state of affa1rs ;
}t appeared that they not on]y went about the’business of making the1r
in- class and in- schoo] (1eve] 1 and 2) dec1s1ons but also received
a level of expert assistance in mak1ng these dec1s1ons that was not
encountered 1n the first school.

The th1rd schoo] V1s1ted in this district was a h1gh school. Perhaps

" the most seyere prob]em at the school is the fact that most of its students

‘do not graduate. In an attempt to specifically pinpointtstudent deficiencies

E S ' oa

S e

A"
N

In another élementary school in this district, the school administration




%

and make appropriate curriculum changes, the norm-referenced test—being

adninistered -- the CTBS ---had not proved nsethl There was a,

hope among staff that the district test1ng program (as well as 1mproved
use of department tests) wou1g come to serve ag student motivators and

as a means to restructure the currtculum. g ; "

District Summary . ‘ -

[N

Several testing issues emerged in this district. First, the state-

. required testing program was still in a formatiye'stage. The .district

testing program, which responded to state competency testing, was'equally

srecent. The district program seemed intended not 6n1y to serve the
needs for competency testing but also to help stamdardize the curricu-

Jum district wide. At one school it'was,seen“hymjeachers,as no more

than another accountability measure; if it had some instructionaT value,
{t was not seen by the teachers. ‘In this school, teachers seemed.to

haVe little sense of dastr1ct, or schoo] test1ng policy. Teachers

seemed to feel that requ1red‘test1ng served on]y level 3 dec1s1ons, it

g he]ped them not at a]] with level 1 and 1eve1 2 dec1s1ons and, .indeed,

-

————

:may get in the way of teachers using measures of the1r own choice for
" r, . .
these purposes. I - \ ‘ I o

I " 9

- In the second school, teathers se]dom mentioned the district test1ng

&

program. The teachens here perhaps understood the purposes of the pro-

gram and so felt less threatenedsby it: On the other hand, they sgmp]x
¢ ) : .

may not care either way if it dOes not get in the way of their classrpom

attivities. One expTanation is that concerns of -the district testing program. -
- ol - \ A s N

“(and level 3 decisfnns) are seen in-this school as the'responsibiIity.of




)

the school administration and specialists. It appeared that these ' ~\

-of the teachers was that tests would be used not only,_ to monitor buiiding

, that-if teachers believé they will be evaluated on the basis of .test

-

specialists, some of whom were concerned about the amount of testing ;

taking place, used the district measure not only for district concerns

but also, where appropriate, to help classroom teachers with their

internal Tevel 1 and level 2 decision.

o

In the third school, standardized tests administered in the past LA

~N

had served no purposes in instructional improvement. There was a dis-
tinct-impression that the school was assuming a policy of "wait and
see" in the hope that the«gew testing program would help them.
In general, the district testing program seemed to suffer from
Tack of clear po]icy‘and guidelines; in onlx one of the elementary ///’ B

schoois_was there any sense -of leadership in the instructiona] use

of assessment information. It seemed that at the high 'school a policy

was- emerging which may lead to a sense of ownership of the testing prpﬁm

\ "
-

gram. ( : ]

Test Uses/Tssues in District Two . - ' . _ . \

-

In one of the e]ementary schoo]s in this district a prime concern

progress, but a]so to eVa]uate teacher performance. The principa1 stated

-

scores, this is acceptable if that is what is reqUired to achieve ‘in-
A
structional improvement. *

In the second schoo] visited, a high sch001 the impact of minimal
competency testing and the time devoted to this testing has had a profbund

influence both on teacher attitude toward required testing and a]so toward -




* the uses they make of other kinds of tests.
In the third school visited, a]so a high school, the impact of
" minimaf competency testang was felt to be equa]]y high, influencing -

not only the amount of testing takxng place but aﬂso the conkéht of

instruction in the classroom. Q—J
- X . (
\ District Summary . c . :
\ The advent of minimum competency testing has had an ohserrable

and, from the standpoint of:some respondents, a negative effect on ,/’
_regular ‘classroom 1nstruct1on,ﬁﬂﬂ“%he Kinds of resource optlons made o

1

available to teachers. Whileethe effect seemed to be more pronounced
at the high schoo]s,‘it also had a bearing on the policies of elementary
schools visited. o
, In many respects, teacher concern for amount of testing, kinds
of tests adm1n1stered and the uses to wh1ch ‘they ‘aré put echoed the

' kinds of responses encountered in.the fjrst district visited. This

is e's’pecidﬂ.y true with respect to minimal competency testing.

Al >

- Test Uses/Issues in. District Three

) In one of th%s district’s elementaryzschools‘ while there’were'
© some eacher-perce1ved prob]ems W1th testlng, teachers seemed to view =
’,Iesfztas a more ushful dec1s1on-mak1ng tool than was the case in the
;- first two districts. The test se]ect1on/deve]opment/use 1nserv1ce .
offered in th1s d1str1ct appeared to strong]y 1nf1uence E;ache;‘?cceptance
~9;/) and’ use of test’ results. 0f equal importance, however, are the serv1ces
'\.offered by the AEA, a kind of teacher center in which adylce, techn1ca1

assfstahce,'and‘actuat tests can be construeted/seiected by teachers. =~ -
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" Another factor appearing to influence teacher use of tegts Was
the atmosphere in which testing policy is conveyed. The d1$tr2pt and

rq
school adm1n1strat1on apparently set broad test 1nformat1on require-
]

-ments,intended to serve both external accountability and 1nterna3

instructioﬁa1 improvemeﬁt needs,in which aepartments and teachers have -

several opttons." A X

une oﬁ.the respondénts in the first~school visited described the )
history of the d1str1ct S approach to testing and the role of centralized
tra1n1ng and technical assistance: As a med1a spec1a11st respon51b1e

for providing "teachers with the materials they need to teach kids,"

several years ago he developed an ihterest in computer assisted instruction.

His 1nterest 1nLFAI led to using local computer services for test
scoring and data analysis? This Jed\to a district interest in "computer
analysis rather than hand scoring, to,g1ve you a better idea (of)
where_the kids are ... You don't have/ the time or the expertise ip.

thevclassroom, generally, to do that; the computer does it in one

i

fell swoop." -This quick and accurateascoring service, covering a]l . ;

thé’variouf kinds of tests used, was available<to any teacher in the

district. Over the years, fdrther,atﬁe link from CAI to test scoring

‘and analysis led to a further computer application: That Ts, teachérs

had‘gradually.deVeloped large banks-of educational objectives, had

written or adapted hundreds of test items written at vary1ng 1eVels :
of difficulty, and could resort to the computer files to ca]] out a

particular kind of'test for a particular 1nstruct1ona?’purpose..“Over L*

2

' the years it;appears that local teacher involvement, with technical

P . [ .

. ’/// L s
- B

‘. t :\'é?f
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assistance and leadership from the AEA and district officials, has
Ted to a’greater degree of test sophistication and test use among
a&eachers than was the case in district.oneand two schools. ‘ ‘
There?ore, while some teachers expressed concerns about. such prob-
lems as the lateness of rece1V1ng the results of the standardized test

as weTT as their relevance for some cTassroom objectives, these criti-
o - ’

* cisms did not carry‘over to testing in general. Indeed,.some of

the tests used were seen as invaluable for both teachers and students.

Tests seemed aTso to be used as 1nstruct1ona1 motivators whose: resuTts were

- discussed by teacher and students as dne more source of diagnostic

+

1nformat1on The link b€tweén test1ng policy and test use seemed
cTearer than in the First two dlstr1cts In the th1rd district teachers
seemed to feel the ‘testing program was in part their own, to be used

for their level 1 and 2 classroom decisions as well ‘as for "school and

. district accountability matters, and to‘be tempered by teachers

. profess1ona1 intéractions w1th the1r stud nts..

The second school V1s1ted aTso~an/e1ementary school, appeared

! /

* s1m17ar to the-first in terms of uses of assessment” information. The

‘norm-referenced test in use =~ the ITBS -~ did not.appear to réceivé—y

a great deal of" emphas1s for c]assroom dec1s1ons, although it was useful -
-

‘to. the adm1n1strat10n in mak1ng dec1s1ons about bu11d1ng~1eve1 effec-

"
LA ° 8

tiveness.

5 ) ‘ M N ¢, N

D1str1ct deveToped and,va11dated tests did appear to be we1ghed

- heaV11y for certa1n kinds of w1th1n class decisions’ as well as for ’

teacher self-mon1tor1ng. For many of these decls1ons further, teachers

——yor e
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“also relied on less formal means of asse$sment in the interests of
A

making the best instructional decisions.
The third, schoo] visited was a high schooi. Here’some'ot

the school staff 1ntérv1ewed seemed know]edgeab]e (1n some cases,. T ) \

’ a]most expert) in matters of testing and test use,- espéecially 1n

hY

the math department. Indeed, the school administration ‘e re§§e$

) ‘hope-that the model of»thenmthdepartment,wou1g eventua11y transfer) .t:

- the crucial role of the district in sponsoring m1th1n-schoo1 and cen-

to other departments.‘ To be\effective; however, they believeéd that

this must occur naturally-with no direct interferegce from the adminis- ‘.
’ : )
trat1on ‘ : P

-
&

In th1s schoo], the pr1nc1pa1 and associate’ pr1nc1pa1 emphasized

tralized opportunities, for technical assistance in testing. This school

also seemed to exemp]ify the best usés offcertain kinds of tests. In

terms of Ihe ITED, its use, as, seen by £he school administration, was:

expressed¢%§‘£ellows: "We need-at 1east one outside-measure, Some-

thing outside of our own control ... so we can just have a benchmark
. (\,

that we can compare with“;in‘terms of schoo]-]eve] performance. Beyond

that, item analysis of ITED scores might Tead to~discussion between
the associate'principai and a department chair if test 'score, trends,
QVer tfme, were cons1stent1y poot ‘in certain areas. "Should this indi-

cat1on lead ‘to course mod1f1cat1on? Adding someth1ng to 1nstruct1ngz

Do 1nstructors want to add %his area to instruction? Do they want to Y

* -

leave it out because they don't think 1t S 1mportant7" Th1s kind of

d1scuss1on 1nd1cated a measure of department autonom&ﬂor, at 1east,

,negot1ated decision-making. ' S
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In ‘this school in'general,_and%in the math department in particular,

~

the schoo]-deve]oped measures appeared tp be accepted and used by

-

‘teachers. Departmenta1 autonomy.1n test1ng and the 1nserv1ce and tech- f

‘ n1ca1 aSS1stance made avai]ab]e appeareo to have stimulated local de-

H

ve]opment of tests thaf;;re qU1ck1y acce551b1e, fit teachers practical

rd ’

ent and classroom-relevance. Standard1zed =L

kN

N , needs, and have h1gh co

tests were pr1mar11y used by the schoo] administration, and seemed to
RSO ¥ AY

be V1ewed ne1ther'€s a threat nor as an unnecessary burden by the
teacheps. : n

y

. District Summary

e X " This dlstr1ct c1ear1y had a different approach to tesfing and
testing p011cy than the f1rst two It appeared thatthe district establishes.
broad po]1cy for schools,-and the schoo]s, in turn, set broad policy ’

"for the instructionéﬁ teams‘in'tﬁeeiementary schqols "and the depart-

>

”‘/ments in the  high schools. Test administration, quality, and level
» - 4 ’ v-‘l“\ﬁ' 4 )

e ..~ 1 and 2 uses were glso focused at the level of team or department. -

' / “+In additidn, both the district central office and”staff of the AEA pro-

V1ded active 1eadersh1p 1n the deve]opment of tests and their 1nstruct1ona1

° uses. Po]icy ‘was -clear, "though f]ex1b1e, it seemed to ref]ect an organi-

e, kN

L X ,
P \\\__:’ zat1ona1 system whose un1ts cou]d “couple” or "de-coup]eP as descrtbed

A :

‘f' B ) 1n Bank'and N1111ams (3981) “A great deal of the test1ng appeared to N

be "owned" by the schoo] unit of congern -- team or department. While

.

o
1
o X

~

teachers seemed 1ess 11ke1y to rely greatly on the. ITBS and, the ITED

& ' °copnse10rs,were ava11ab1e to help interpret these scores and place them . .

-
. -

" in the larger assessment context for 1nd1v1dua1 teachers. - S

T e . Teacher know]edge of tests and testing. appeared to be greater than

v
- . . v
[} L ’ - I
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4
in the first two districts. There also appeared to be more, inservice
and there was certa1n1y much more technical assnstance available in
the third d1Str1ct. This has led to the deve]opment of tests of
hlgher quality wh1ch apparently have marked instructional relevance . S .
for the teachers. The testing situation appears to tome close to the teacher s
. }deal'(as We described it on page 16). That is, the overall testing program:.

° offers tests or1ented to. c1assroom teachers

perm1ts teachers to use tests so as to meet their pract1ca1 e

*'act1v1t1es and exigencies y

°+does notfbrceteachers to emphasize tests which do not fit their
practical demands

°&germ%ts'teachers to administer/use a variety of tests o

° is sensitive to the exigencies qf teach%ng-as—pracficed.

In this'district, further, the merits of different kinds of measures
were notodiscussedxby fhe partﬁc%pants in an adversarial setting.
Instead, the‘teachers, pripcipals, ahd district officials seemed to
accept the need for and'vggue in generating informationathat winl paﬁnt -
the big (horm-referenced) picture, that wf&] provide a wide-angle view
about groups and_programs. ’fhey did not over-emphasize this picture.
They also accepted the need to generate information about the individua]'
,sihdents and classrooms Zcriterioﬁ-referenced or objecijves-based)
that todether make up the big pieture. They did not over-emphasize the- ' 5 .
value of thTSp1cture either. . ' .

. They seewed to be using the right kind oftestto get the 1arger
aggﬁ@gate p1ctgre, and a series of other, eqqa]]y apprepr1ate measures, .o
to get a variety of snapshei§'ﬁith a c}oser fecus and with greater ’

~




detail, of éhe §gpa?at§ parts of the Eiciﬁre. The district, the

central figure, ha; supplied fﬁg camera -- the means to get the-different
pictures -- and takes tpe kind p? shot with the degree‘of reso]ution.'

%t nee%ﬁ. ~The schools and‘élassroom; use the same camera, but they

select a kind of film that meets, their needs, apd then ghoose an angle, s
focus, and degﬁeé of resolution sensitive enough to get the series

‘of shots that £h¢y ﬁged. The end result seemed to.be.a montage reflecting
:different degrees of instrdpt?onal progress among different aggregates

of students at yarying points in time:

: As with other acffvities stemming from our test use planning
work, information co][ecteq and aﬁq]yzed seemed to clarify thehmost
critical areas to pursue in our national survey, as well as the mapner

*

in.which to pursue theéb areas. e '
The next section of the report discusses the manner 1in wh1ch the
nataona] sample was selected and presents the resu]ts of questxonnaire

data collection and #halyses.
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‘language -arts and mathematics assessment. At the tenth grade level,

THE NATIONAL SURVEY

Sampling Metﬂodolggy

_As mentigned previously, we intended for the survey to be national

in scope,~fo provide both descriptive and inferential data relating to

- a serfes of practical and policy matters, and were guided by our planning

wo#k as we conceived of the design for tpe survey, drafted questionnaires,
and considered the sampling plan, The sample had to be selected és to
obtain a national picture of the useg of achievement testing, and we had
Timited resources to do this. Teachers were thé primary target of the
survey because they conduct a great deal of achievement testing and are
therefore in one of the most strafegic positiqns fro& which to judge the
relevance of testing progfams in terms of criteria we have alluded to
throughout éhis report. In.addition, to collect confirmatory data and

information on relevant contextual variables, principals of selected

schools and district testing officers ~were also selected as study
respondents. _ .
| The Test Use Project's earliér'fieldwork had demonstrated that fre-
quency and uses of tesfs vary with’ grade, Tevel 6f gtudents. ‘The survey
therefore included the fourth, sixth, and tgpth grade levels, ‘(Rationale’
for the selection of these grade levels has been p}oqided in earlier Test
UseaProject reports:) ‘

Because the focus of much testiné is in the basic skills areas, the

study targeted assessment in reading, languége arts, and mathematics.

Elementary school teachers were asked questions pertaining to both reading/

79
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language arts (English) and mathematics teachers were aﬁked about assessment
in their respéct1Ve fields. ‘
The survey was directed to two e]ementaryiénd two secondary schools in each

selected school district; with two fourth and two sixth grade teachers in each .

‘ selected e]emeptary school, and two ﬁanguage a}ts and two mathematics.;eachers
jn~ea£h selected secondary §chpoi. The target was aboﬁt 400 teachers of each "
type. Si}ge‘many distrjcts have~on1y_ong secondary school, it was necessary ~

"+ to sample in éxcess*of 100 districts to meet this objective.

<

¢ The-sample was selected to be sufficiently represehtatiVe of the targét
popuiations as to generq;iie to thege popu]atioﬁs throughout public schools.
Factors that guided the selection included the district's minimum competency‘
‘testing sfhtus, student eﬁro]]ment, SES, geographic region, and metropolitan
* status. . ' ) X
Becaus; the data collected in the.study are being used to provide the
basié.for inferences %bout the'inflbences of various contextual factorg,
N ' - the project was_carefu] to design a sampling plan tha£ would obtain
gengra]irepnesentation over the variables of interest. The conception,

devé]opment, and refinement of the sampling plan proceeded as follows,
* 1] . '

*
,

.The Initial Plan o

The initial conception of the pfﬁn was to/dfhw a sample of approximately
100 districts to yield a total réspondent samp]é of 2,100 individuals. .
A]]owiné foq the imevitable shrinkage which occurs with the use of mailed
quesiioﬁhai}ég, this size of:sample was considered to be an adequate basis
for inferences about’ the nature of‘achigvement tests in cu}qent c]asSrégg
use. An illustration of kindof ;esboﬁdeﬁt by school 9istri§t is seen in

Table 5. . 3 A2




iﬁ}ré:*

67
o Table 5 T Q,\ !
Number of Respondents by Type for'éach District .
Respondent Classification =~ - - Npmber for _each Districg
Djstrjct Testing Officér o . ?
Elementary Sch;ol Principals X co a' v
High School Principals . 2 )
‘ » :

Fourth Grade Teachers

4 .
(2 in eac?/pf 2 schools)

Sixth Grade Teachers : ' , 4
N (2 in each of 2 schools)

Tenth Grade Teachers, language arts 4
. . (2 in each.of 2 schools)

Tenth Grade Teachers, mathematics 4
* (2 in each of 2 schools)

TOTAL ‘ s 21
& @

L3

The initial ' design éa]]ed for a proportional probability sampling
(PPS) gtrétegy to draw 5 sample of districts and schools with a probability
of being selected proporéiona] to their size and representation;in the popu-
lation by state éesffhg criterion (i;e.,'stapg assessment and minimum
competency testing status). |

During-this stage of our thfnking, we considered the factors thqt"\ '
might,be‘used tostratify the population of districts for saﬁpling puf—
poses; e.g., presence of minimum coﬁpéten;y testing, size and l;;ation

of district, ete. In that some strata would have no comparative useful-

ness in the study, our interest in them was limited to ensuring that -
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interesting populatfon features would be present in the sample in
proportion to their representation in that.population, We felt, at
this time, that the most direct manner of obtaning a sample of dis-

: tricts was to array ihem in a nested orderin§ representing the specific
characteristics of iﬁterest, }nd then to sample them with 3 probabi]i%y'~

proportional to their sizes. ' .

A

The major features in this initial conception of the sampling design
’égs gere the minimum competency testing matrix and geograph{cal region. Dis-
tricts ﬁerg to be ordered in the cells of ihe MCT matrix by geographi-
cal region. The districts would not need to be ordered by size because +
- the PPS scheme would select them iw a'féshion p(operly representing

;
this variable. : - |

Within districts, schools were to be selected by randomly drawing
one low SES and one middle or high SES elfmentary %choo] from a list
of such schools and by s’ﬁi]ar]y drawing fhe tﬁo s%fondary~schools.

At the elementary school levei, Tower SES sc;ools.wgre defined as
those receiving ESEA Title I funds, and higher SES ;s Enpse receivjng
no compensat;ry education funding. A{d to families with_de;;;aént
children (AFDC) was used"to'deffne SES.at the high school. -
. - Qecggsg ;Jgreat many of the districts in&the hnited States are
< too small ?ﬁrhave tﬁo e]eﬁentany schools or (eSpecia]lyi two high
schools, districts would be selected with probability proportional
< to size, so %g to reduge‘the 1ikelihood of draﬁipg a very small district.

The teachers Qou]d be selected by'draWing two teachers at randoﬁ

BEN from a list of target teachers at each desired grade leve. At the

X . elementary school level, tanéet teachers were defjned by grade level

taught. At the secondary léVel, target teachers were defined as fhpse

w

-
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teaching the subject area classes with greatest enrollment at thefr
| 2 .

~ school; i.e., the most common mathematics and language arts classes

for tenth gradéers. If time pressures could not be contro]]ed an a]go- ;
rithm for making such a selegtion would be descrrbed to the pr1nc1pa1
who would then make the selection.

| The samples obtained by this method would represent the responsgs
of the "typical" teacher or principal, in that larger places (employing
more of these people) would be-nore 1ikely to appear in the sample than'
would smaller places, while The probability of including specific districts

wduld, be inversely related to their size. The net result would‘be that

SN
e

.
n
¢

¢

all teachers would have about an equal chance to be selected into the study;

A4 -

the same.would be true of principals.

’

¢

hespondents in districts offices, honever, would not have equal
probab111ty of selection, and 1f their responses were to be ana]yzed .
wlthout we1ght1ng for selection probab111t1es, they wou]d represent
responses character1z1ng the enV1ronment of the "typlcaT stmdent'L (as
if we had selected the district officers with equal probability and “
weighted for district size) To obtain a characterizetion of the

"typical district,"” it would be necessary to weight the responses >4P-

by the selection probab111ty (found by tqk1ng the ratio of the dlstr1ct’

‘ -

enroliment used in the selection procedure to the tota] eero]]ment

A S -

over all districts). - , ‘ . ~3 .

»

Our th1nk1ng at th]S stagé was that the most desirable ana}yses -
wou]d be those involving no we1ght1ng (eXCept as may have been nébdedn
when dea11ng with very small Q}str1ct), and’ the.samp11ng would ref]ect
concern for,_representation of the primary target popu]atlon -- teachers.

o RV S
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- “ Revised Sampling Design

¢ . h ) o
»

Toward the end of 1980, the initial sampling plan underwent a

process of internal and externa] review. During the review process,

21t became clear that wh11e the p}an could be improved, certain features
of.the,initial p]an should be retained. For ékamp]e, teachers remained
ias the primary focus of interestsy MCT and geographical region were
still used to define districts;-;low and. high SES definitions of schools
were as preyious]y described in this section; the number of respondents
of each-type”by district would remain constant (as seen in Table 5).

.
4
- -

However the review process revealed that while the PPS-based

design would be adequate for the study's deScr1pt1ve purposes, 1ts
¥
- capac1ty for a]]ow1ng ana]yt1c, po]1cy—re1evant comparisons was_ 1imited.

A series of progect meet1ngs led to the decis1dn to rep]acethe initial
b

sampling procedure by a probab111ty lattice methodo]ogy The sample so

produced, with minimal weightings, meets both the descriptive needs of
Y s - . _— “ N
' the study ---to provide a -nationwide picture of -assessment practjces~

" and Uses, and its ana]yt1c needs -- compar1sons by SES, MCT within |

districts, etc.’ s T o '

B Qo

As was <the case with the original design, in the revised plan
1 600 of the target populat1on consisted of elementary and secondary

. teachers, approx1mate1y 400 were schoo] pr1nc1pa1s and "another 120

s

were d1str1ct test1ng officers.

The samp11ng yas conducted in three stages: to
) *(1) selection of 120 d1str1cts from a h1gh]y stratified- samp11ng
P frame / K v,

»

- ]

. (2) se]ect1on "of two elementary and two secondary schools
(sizé perm1tt1ng) from -each d1str1ct
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.(3) selection of four teachers from each selected "school
The selection of eaeh stage was devised so that collectively the three
“stages produced a sample 9f°teachers that was approximately seif-l
weighting; that is, the overa]ﬁ selection phobabi]imies for,teachers'
was approximateiy equal.

- First Stage (Se]eetion of Districts) -

Our sample called for & relatively small first-stage sample from
a highly stratified sampling frame. With conventional %tratification,
the number of strata cannot exceed sample size, thus precluding its
usefulness for:oyr purposes. Although a number of stratificatioh
schemes 1htroduci;\;VEr~the past thirty years -do not’ have this Timi-
tafion, most require symmetrical joint distributions over the stra-
tification facters, which generally are not present in natura]]y -

S

Jessen (1970) has presented several schemes
y N

that do not require such symmetry under the co]]ectlve label "proba-

occurring popu1ations.

A

b111ty 1att1ce samp11ng "
With probablllty 1att10e samp11ng (PLS) (Jessen, 1970), we were

able to obtaln'a.samplexthat was similar to'latin square experimen-

tal design. The)§amp1ing universe wasostratified into severai 1evels

l

for each of severa] factors, and the sample that was selected S1mu1-
taneous]y represented each 1eve1 of each factor in prede51gnated pro-

portions. Th1s resu]t‘Ts obtained w1th probab111t1es -propor al

<,

to size even though the cells formed by the mu1t1p1e stratﬁfi on*

. have dljferent.qggsures-of~51;e ‘(Mos). Indeed, most of the cells . |

N ﬁ ..
in our gampling frame had zero MOS, (1.e., were ~empty).

¢

- *
- .
. .

—




" Public school distr¥ets were the sampling units for the first .
- . /_ .

‘ - Nstage. The sampling pohu]ation'gxcluded Alaska and Hawaii, as well.

as districts that are not unified. The data source was District File, .t

a tisting of a11_U.§:‘puolﬁc school districts by Market Data Retrieval

13,815, with a combined reoorted student'gnfol]ment of 41,589,605.

Stratification

+ ~

(MDR), 1980. The school districté in the sampling population numbered l

Five stratification variables were chosen to eohahce the analytic
and descriptive qualities of %he sample:
(1) ;minihum competency testjng status *
L T (2) size of student enrollment
(3) SES of attendance area
) (4) _geographic rogion , _ . ) ‘
: O (5) metropolitan status

Minimgm,Comoetency Testing Status. Districts were categorized

. aocording to the status of minimum competency testing (MCT) in their
respective states. This.categorization, based on Gorth (1980) and ,

.koufman (1979), reflects whether a MCT program existé, whether MCT 5.
P @

is’o requirement for promotion or graduation, and whether the state

¢ .

allows, local districts the option of designing or se]ecffng the tests

- tob ed. Thus; theoe were five strata:

2
L3

- . .
(S

” # districts % total enrollment _

’ : (1)~ MCT not required for graduation 2703 19°
‘ or promotion; no local option

S

N
v &,

>
» * v

- . zp’
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. .assure representation of smaller districts.

73 .
# districts, 2% total enroliment

(2) MCT not requ1red for graduation or 2065 : 13 NN

promotion; local opt1ons
. »
(3). MCT required for graduatmn or . 980 18
promotmn no local opt1on ' _ :
(4) MCT required for graduation oy . 1778 16
" promotmn, local options. R ) .
(5) No MCT program mandated or 6289 !

1mp'!ementat1on by 1981 at : ’ .

state level. ) IBSU . 10

Size of student enro}]ment. The enrollment strata were designed to

t

assure representation from very-*'sm’a'll smaﬂ, medium, 1arge, and very large
‘distr'icts In setting the class Timits, special attention was paid to

bf-evmus CSE research that found that the orcanization of district admini-

-

'/stratmn and us\e of resources in testing is significantly d1fferent for ——
districts that are.above certain size thresholds (Lyon, 1978). The five
strata are: : N a /

- 4 . M Vs . ! P

7

# districts % total enrollment _

NON - 4,99 o 12061 Y Ly
(2) " 57950/- 9,999 . P 1059 18 -
(3) 10,000 - 24,999~ - - 514 . 7 18 o
(4) 25,000 - 44, 9. * . 05t 8 Cg

. L. €5 p RS &
(5) 45,000 - . ‘ - : . 76 = 1:9 . B
- » . v '—‘]3 ]5 w;? :}_0‘0— .
R

. .
[ . 1] vn" 7

‘ O'f these five strata, numbers (2) - (5) are identical with thosa used in the - ‘a? g

Lyon study just c1ted " An 'add1‘t1’ona1, smaller strata (l) was added ,;h‘ere to- . |

[N




.

SES of attendance area. T%e MDR data file indexes schopl districts

into four categories based upon calculations of the Orshansky Index. These,

categories were collapsed into three strata: .v - v

. ' " ‘_ - # districts % total enr011ment
(1) .- 4.9% (wealthiest) Co1907 16 )
(2) 5.0 - 24.9% ' | 9051 .69
(3) 25.0 - (poorest). 2857 15

13815 ' T00 .

~

Geographic region. Four strata were defined in order to assure repre-

R R ' . . - s € . " . ¢ * e .‘.:Q
sentation across the cont1ngnta1 United States: ; oA

(1) Northeast -- Connecticut, Delaware, Bistrict of Columbia, g

- . Maine, Maryland, ;o New :Hampshire, New Jersey, New
. York, Penpsy]vanih, Rhode Island, Vermont. Lo
2718 districts 25% of total-énroTlment

- (2). Southeast -- A1abamaa'Ar§5bsa§, F1oridé, Géorgia}_kentucky,
Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, -South Carolina,
Tennessee, Virginiae West Virginia. -

- 1736 districts 24% of totdl enrolliment
$ : o S .
- (3) Middle -- Illinois, Indiana,'Ioﬁa, Kansas, Michigdﬁ:AM%nnesota,
.. Missouri, Nebraska, North_Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin.
3 ‘,‘ 5279 districts 27% of total enrollment

-

-7 (4) MWest —-3krizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Méntana, .Nevada, )
X New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Washington, Wyoming.

R
Y

4092 digfricts . 25% of total enrollment |

Ed

(These divisions are identical to those used by the ‘National Education
Association in\its,aqpua1 survey of teachers' activities and opinions.)

. . . ’
. 2 . .
. . 81 . -, . .. v s e

2 o % . N v
- .

*y . . . L




"Metropolitan status. The MDR data file groups school districts into k\\

three levels of metropolitan status. These groupings were adopted as

to reflect different degrees of drbanness:ﬁ'

.
.
*

-

(1) Centra City | :
(2) Urban Erinéé

"(3) Non-metropolitan ° . ]

-

’

Sampling Frame

. From
~ - )
that has 75 rows and 12 columns:’

-

-

4

. # districts

the fiVe stratification variables, a 900-cell matrix was fashioned

-

38157

-~ 13

strata

8.

o>

% total enrollment

A

915 31 -
3354 32 .
9546 37

6T ‘

—

J

. ¥ . (region) x (metro status)
. 12 columns .
~s ‘ ’ .
. - .
r Y
v
- (MCT) x (size) x-(SES)
75 rows .
; ‘ \ .
NY } . . hd
. | .
LI " .
- ., j".:w, - » L
[ -4
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~

Upon allocating !Le 13,815 districts in the samp11ng popu1at1on among

the Ce11s of th1s matrix, nine full -rows were foynd to be unoccup1ed
as were an-additional 436 cells.
, .. 386,

The occupied cells, then, numbered

i

Sampling from th]s matrix in such a manner that each occug1ed

. o"“
row and coTumn (but not each ce]]) 1s represented had‘the effect

of cross1ng the two ‘colimn factors in factor1a1 fash1on,,and simi-
1ar1y crossing the three row factons in "near" factoria] fashion the;j
except1on, of course, 1s that n1ne-comb1nat1ons of the row factors did
not exist in the popu]at1on of districts.
, this samp11ng are described below
SeTect1on Procedure

.
5
-

The methods used to ach1eve

.

The sampie s1ze of districts was set at 120 rather than 100~as
env1s1oned in the or1g1na1 sampling p]an

The 1arger samp]e size part]y
school, and some may have fust one elenfentary school

&-
.~
.
Lo
P
3
3

lny

offset the fact that many of the smaller districts have only one high

the MDR data flTe.

The seTect1pn probab111t1es for districts were set proport1ona1
[
to a measure- f—size (MOS), name]y, student enro]]ments reported in

with proper]y coord1nated seTection probab111t1es
at the success1ve two stages our samp11ng of teachers theoret1ca11y

cou]d have been se]f-Weighting (i.e., equa] probab111ty) without the

1nconvenience f. a. h1gh]y varlable sampJe s1ze for teachers.

s
HOWever, <
as amp11f1ed 1 ter 1n th1s sect1on ana]yt1c and cost cons1derat1ons Ted
US'to mod1fy t e procedure SO that the samp11ng in se]f—We1ght1ng was
, approximate ra*her than exact

A 4
v .

’ ~




‘et

sample we undersampled frem two strata°

- . -
Weighting. Tb enhance the analytic chdrgcteristics of the e

»

)

(1) MCT Stratum #5 -- no minimum competency testing program at
state 1eve1 - - .

(2) S1ze Stratum #1 - d1str1cts with enrollment 1éss than 5, OOO
Undersamp]1ng from MCT Stratum #5 permitted the selection from the -
strata of correspond1ng]y more d1str1cts that have greater ana]ytlc 1nterest,
i.e., those with some MCT program in force or to be 1mp1emented by
1981: A target of approximately 20 districte in MCT. Stratum #5 was
accordingly set, and the weight for this stratum was set at 0.6. A
target of approximately 25 districts was set for Size Stratum #1.in s !
order to avoid over-burdening the samp]e.with small districtsﬂ which in
some‘respects are og less interest to this study because they draw fewer
federal and‘state dollars ahd.allocate fewer loca].resources to testing
(Lyun, et al, 1979). Accordingly, the weight for this stratum was
set at 0.7.. In order to accommodate theze two Weightiggs into the ..
sampling frame weights were required for other éeT]s ag well: cells
that were JOlntiy in -MCT Stratum #5 and Size Stratum #1 were weighted By

0. 42 ce]]s that were. part of ne1ther of’these strata were we1ghted by

JSO N :

A . S n ‘ AT

s

The vmpT1cat1on of the above weighting ‘scheme was to spec1fiaa///,f\ . .
as

‘e B ,
Yy -aampl of df’ %r1%$s that was d1str1bu ed across the various stra

|
dep1ct ad ipS abie 6 Table-6 also includes the actual sample allocation

A R ‘ ‘
" that resulted. L . . . A .

|
‘ol

Cell selection.- fhe:first-stade e]éttion of school districts wae

actua]]y accomplished in two ”Sﬂb-stages, -~ 120 ce]] selections from
\ ! . 84\:. ‘.A‘a l

~ T

& . /



3 - _Table 6.

>

Allocation of District Sample Among Strata |

i

' . Expected . Actual ‘ Responding

Veriable Level Allocation* Target Sample © Districts** _
HCT Status 1 o laa 27 - 22 ’
2 . 7 182 | 18 - 17,
3 28.5 - 28 21 -
4 25.4 _;\\\\\\\' - 26. .,
J 5 20.9 21 ' 5
Enrolment 1 . 2.5 25 19
2 25.7 2% > 22
3 267 a0 22
4 12.3 - 1 o9
. ’ . 2
5. 29.8° ., 0 19
SES . 1. BRPR: 17 s
9 '85.4 ' 86 . 61 .
S 3 . 16,9 g w15 Y
a e ' ’ » )
Region 1 , 3.4 - 7 .3 . 22
"2 3.0 . 33 0 28+
3 27,5 . 27 T 22
| 4, 28.2 ° BN I 19 -
» Hetropolitan . 1 . ~~ A4 47 ,*;.3§K. ok
Status S N 3.9 : N 36 - 27
- 3 6.7 37 .3

| ] - ~ v -
. \ . . . \‘ Nl .
The fr?ct1ona1 porffion off the allpcations shpu]d be interpreted as: the ’
probabilifies with |which an additjional district should be selected from '
the respective stratum: Pror_pgxample, 27-districts are to be selected

from MCT Stratum #1, w1th,a en percent chance of selecting a 28th_ e
* fstrict . . ;

CorreeEed weights rresponding ?o the ffgures in this column will be
incorpqrated and used throyghout the analyses of.the final report. .- . ’
Preliminary results repovted in this document were computed USing equal .
weights - Lo -

L 4 . . * : . LR ta
. . -e
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’
-

‘ties, we selected one lattice fr

" This process ‘was repeated in cells se]ected fore’ tQan once." ) .

A 79+

the sampling f#émé; then the selectien of qneldistfict for each
cell se]ect1on _ I

The prev1ous]y descr1bed PLS that we used required uslto ar-
b1trar11y designate a "feas1b1e set" of lattices for the frame,
each ’of- which sat1sf1es the pre- designated quotas for each strat1fy1ng
factor. For example, where the strat1f1cat]on quota is three, each
feasible lattice designatien is required to include three non- ’
zero cells for that stratum. Each lattice was essigned a selection
probabi]iky. The number of lattices in the feasible set and the{>
selection probabilities are not joint]y‘artibrary, but are determined by

a set offdecision rules that guarantee that the sum of probabilities

" for all. lattices that-inctude a particular cell is proportional to the

MOS for that cell. Fina]]y,'oqserv° the assfgned.selection probabili-

he feaeib]e set to obtain the - -
sample of cells. . . '
Since some of the ldrger cellg were designated more than once (in

accordance with céﬂ] size),‘the total number of district cells in our

selection. lattice was only 98. ' (

] “

. Se]ect1on of districts w1th1n ce]]s Schoo] districts were sampled -

from selected cells. with probab111t1es proport1ona1 to MQE?(aga1n, v
district enrollm nt}. The procedqfe was to list jthe districts within

[
ce]]s 1n a]phabe jc order, cumulate the MOS, then Je]ect a random number .,

between one (1.0) and the total MOJ for that cel r\B,y matph1ng the |

. random number of the cumulative MOS, the samp]ed district was 1dent1f1ed

v

. * )
3 e ,
' : : . - 4
-~ »




l' 3 i ' ' T
Anticipating that some d1str1cts would refuse to part1c1pate 1n

Yy
the study, a-nonresponse strategy was develdped. At the district
level, non-cooperating districts were neBTaced from the same cells from

which the: refusals came.

Second Stage (Selection of échool§)'

As noted earlier, the sample design called for selection with pro-
babilities erobortional £3‘§B§~sf two e]ementary and two(secondary‘
schools from each selected district. (Many of the smaller districts,
of cour;e, yielded'only one secondary schooa.)-'The procedure for
this selectiop was?as follows.

'‘Before the initial district contacti a Tist of schools and their
enrollmepts as obtained from data files prepared by the Office of givil
. Rights and the National Center for Educatiop Statistics. If the district
p;e-selection of eight elementary and four secondary\schools‘

-

was made using systematic sampling to select with probabilities pro-
portional to size. | :

" A protocol Qas then designed*to structure - initial te]ephene con-
tacts with officials of_se]ecteq.districts. During the'cout§e Lf the
district'contact,‘the liEt\of pre-selected schoots was read to a district
off1c1a1 who was asked to rank them according to percent AFDC ‘percent
receiving free. lunch, or m&other local y sa11ent poverty status var1ab1e.
A cumulative list of thefMdS for' the ranked schools was ca]culated énd
a.systematic samp11na g;ﬁ uéed to make the selactions w1th‘proba%111t1es

_proportional to MOS..-In the case of large districts where“a pre-select1on :

. , - | .
was ‘made as dgtribed above, actual se]%ction-ofthe four schools to be’

-1nc1uded in the samp]e was made with qua] probab1]1t1es s1nce a MOS

se]ect1oh had already been thade. This-selection process had the effect
< ‘o ,
' 24




of stratifying within the'aistrict on the basis of poverty status.
. Where a schoot dec]%ned'to cooperate {or the district refused ta permit
. \\1///6 sampﬂed school to participate), another school in the. appropriate
poverty strata was chosen from the pre-selected subset. = |

- Third Stage (Selection of Teachers) oo

The four teacher typesy(fourth grade, s1xth grade, tenth grade -
language arts, tenth grade mathematics) were treated as separate popu]at1ons

As noted earlier, a sampie of two teachers was targeted from each

type. ' .

In oraer to_comp]ete the self-weighting nature of the survey sample,
' X .
it would have been necessary to collect lists of the four teacher types

for each. school, or at least the numbers thereof. Selection gtobabilitiesw
would then have been calculated as functions of the MOS used in the

£

second-stage selection of the respective schools: .

_ 2(X)
" (M0S for school)

{ where K, which ie equal to 12 times the national average (or typical)
".bupi{7teacher ratio, accounts for the fact that MOS dn the first stages
was based on student enrollments rather'than numbers of teachers Thus,
the ove%a]] se1e0t1on prdhab111t1es would have been constant except for the
- effect of the‘stratum weights app11ed in the f1rst stage samp11ng ) !

-

-IUO(Ni)kaietr{ct MOS) ‘2(school MOS) .. 2(K) - ' th(wi)(x)

m(ﬁdgtr'fct MOS)- X Tdistrict M0S) X ~(school MOS) = ~(district MOS
where N%'is the.strathm weight. L | 3 o .
. A . : LY i - 1
’ : - |
. {
- s \- ¥ v 1
. ) \
< ST . |
‘ 5353 . 2% . -




The above procedure would have provided the expectation of two e

teachers of each type from each school with just four distinct va]ues'for
wif However, that procedure had two signdf{cant drawbacks: (1) it would

have required additional phone‘contacts before sampling could be completed;
. ® /v @ @

and (2) the variation of sample size froh each school could have allowed one

or more respondents in a given category to be selected.

Because of these problems,” we dev1sed a procedure7 based on previous
CSE survey research, in which the respect1ve pr1nc1pafs were proV1ded with '
- - - \
a systemat1c sampling protocol enabling them to se]ect two teachers at

random from the approprlbte categories. The variability in third-
R S
stage selection probabilities has slight if any effect, and the cost >

and time savings, as well as analytical advantages, are significant.
’ /s A *
Principals were provided with extra questionnaires and -directions for

seiecting, where possibte, alternate respondents in.the case of teacher

o ,
‘ non-response. : - - "

. 4 . oA .
. Questipnnaire deve]opmght. Questidho?ire devajopment drew upon the' -

theory of test use and the conceptual scheme previousTy described. De- ' 4
’ " velopment efforts were informed by the experiences_of and information emanating

PR from the various project plahning activities. These sources enabled us *

k4

- . . -
to draw up specifications to describe content areas that the questionnaﬁre*

<

- v ' items would tap From these spec1f1cat1ons, Ttems -sets were constructed

\
‘for the teachers' and pr1nc1pa1s questionnanres \(}

i
\ Draft quest1onna1res were reV1ewed by a. var1ety of experts Png prac-

» -

titioners as descr1bed 1n our 1nter1m report to‘thel!IE January 198} In {

add1t1o:; quest1onna1res were piloted with pr1nc1pa1s and teachers (N-SO)

L ., in three phases in both a large, urban school district and ip a small, - '{

.
“~— . L.
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-suburban d1str1ct 1n 'the Soathern Ca11forn1a dred .y Each“of the'thnee

.‘.‘ .\
'pzTot”phases, in congqp3i1on with expert rev1ews,,prov1déd 1nformat10n that \ ’
was used to.make successive revisions of each of the questnonnalres Ty

AT

Teachers aqpd pr1ncapa1s part1c1pat{ng 1n the field test were selectively
1nterv1ewed about the, 1nstrument, al{ comp]eteq Ssummary and 1tem—by-1tem
questionnaire review forms. — i\\\ . ‘«:
) As a resulf’of these prccedures,‘aIT-of the draft»questionnaires.were
9xtensive1y modi fied, so:as to fbcus:hese-effectively on the infbrngtﬁon ‘ .
needed by the project while minimizing the response burden for individuat
'respondents. The questionnaires'were formatted so as to facilitate coding

s .
and data processing. . J

The teacher survey was .constructed in two forms, elementary and secon;
~dary, to accomodate the obvious ditferences in class-structure At the
e]ementary,$eve1v* the quest1ona1re askedgteachers about testing in both
/4mathehatﬂﬁs gng_read1ng ““At the secondary level, the questionnaire asked
mathematics and Eng]ish/reaqéng teachers about testing activ;}ies and test
use, QﬂllLih their subject field. Both teacher, questionaires contain a

o=

common core of quest1ons about percept1ons, 1nstruct1ona1 organ1zat1on,

training and exper1ence, leadership, and other ‘contextual information.

s The principals! questionnaire is not differentiated by. school lévei;

it does di;fer, however, fiom the teacher questionnaire in the typeJ%

of tests and the uses to which it\refers so as to further reduce the e

|
response burden for teachers ahd to provide a means of confirming their k l

content statements. Copies of the qlest1onna1res 1n their final form
Q.

are appended td’ghis ‘report,. N - ]
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. - lontacts w1th d1str}cts and schools.. Fo]]owing the revised samp]ing

€ e " design, 120 schoo1 dhstr1cts were se]ected dur1ng the f1rst stage. (One

*ae : -
\_

;,\\j ‘ 'hundred»fourteen school. districts were actualdy selected. S1nce the

¢ probasility of a<given district's selection was. proportional to a measure

of size, severa1'1arge distrfcts were selected more than once. In these p
'§g1str1cts, the usizal set Gf\schools to 'be selected per d1strict»-two

elementary schbois and Jwo high schools--were increased times thé number .

o

of times the d1str1ct was se]ected ) ' ‘<

’ 2

In1t1a11y eaeh samp]ed d1str1ct—was contazted by phone, and once

-

. the appropr1ate member of the distrlct staff was identified, thrée

o
4 LY

matfers were dea]t wfth

(a) The agreement of the district to part1c1pate s obtaided In
i

many cases th1s was not granted unt11 d1str1ct ersonne] had

had a chance to reViethhe overall object1ves of the project
and the agtua] quest1onna1res to be used. .This introduced
& oa

some deldy 1ntd thé proceduré but .the view was taken that the .

d1str1ct was ent1t1ed to receivesthe fu]]est 1nformation about
8 ’ the prOJect;taaf the team coutd prov1de ‘
- (p) The ass1stance~of the d1str1ct 1n se]ecting schoo]s in. accordance e
with the samplrng frame was sought Once schools -were 1dent1f1ed,
procedures for obta1aing the coopexation{pf the pr1nc1pals i
‘ were discussed. In "some cases,_ the*dz%trict made all, the - T e
| arrangements and requested ,;hat £SE vend all paﬁkets o Guestion-
L ' ) : " naires to-the d strict=#en_distr1bu¢$dn In the major 'ty of .
| ' d1str1cts howe‘er, it was agreed fhat CSE would contact the .
e, RS ., T ’c;" e b .
o schools d1rectWy — : - L. ) .
s ! . & .
; [
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\ L .
(c) An indepth interview was conducted to determine the district's .

Ao . .
v . policy regardihg assessment, mandated testing programs,

inservice training for teachers in evaluation procedures, etc.
. A ;

A, DetaL}ed 1nfqrmat1on regarding the size, structure and demographic ’
' gharacteristics of “the district were also recorded, - -y
N ) o ' \ i

Although' in some Jnstances a single te]ephone call, was suffiéientx=for most

d1str1cts it was' necessary to place a number of calls to several members .

of the local staff ’ -

[ ST
. Questionnaires for elementary and secondary-teachers—amd—their . -, ° o
principals were then sent to-thehselected districts in the following I

°° 4 - " . -
manner. A package containing,the principal's and teachers' questionnaires -

) was sent to the principal of each selected school (or as noted'above}i
X et . ’
o to the distorict headquarters). The principal, in add1tion to comp]et1ng

< and returnﬁng his/her own questionnaire, also

fbuted the qyest1on- - — .
a ” . v
naires to the teachers following the method descr1bed

Teachers then completed andareturned their quest1onna1res to, CSE

Returns from the first #Sund of ‘the survey were d1sapp01nt1ngly 10w >

o, N,w(see Table 7). Problems in printing the quest1onnairés and in getting. o

l

sapproval for some d1str1cts to part1c1pate an the study, comblned with o “~"’

unant1c1pated de]ays in tﬁe ma{1>and a; d1str1Ctoofﬁdces meant that a .

substant1a1 number of ‘the, sump]ed "scho6ls rece1ved the packets of ques

e e’ ' ' Y

; ha1re mater1a1 very close’ ta the end of the schod] ‘yéar. In some schoo]

‘ ' the duest1o na1res did not get: 1nto the hands of the: selected teachers

o A' :

| .before the- eginn1ng oﬁ the summer vacat1dn,»and other schools lndlcated —_— N
.3

-h'

: to CSE. that they would be unw1111ng=to prOV1de the requested 1nformatcon

-

o ;,because-of he pressure ﬁf othey work. ot » - s L=

L O



rates.

oo

N It was feft that these fac{!ts accounted for the initially low response*

. * . K L s
.‘_ - N ] - :@'
= : . s Tgb]e 7«@ ; oo A
e - B ‘Résponse Rates~ 7w 7\
B ) .0 Responses (Percent Responses i(?ercént -
" . . Target received of . .received . of .
; ol |Sample b¥§Ju1y 31 target) | by Nov. 6 - ~target)
e Tt > '.n; oo . .o ) ) .,
* * mswtr‘i:éts‘ . *f"_ M :§ .-/ e iu"; i . ¥ 2 .;’— ) s .
respbnding S 114 © 53 ~ (46%) 91 v (s0z)
’ 4 s, . ] . -
Princ1pa1 S : v .
- *lquestionnaires 400 144 (363) . |- 222- “(56%)
ST T [Secondary - I R o \ T e E
Teachers. .. - ’
s|Questionnaires , | 800 244 (312 *+ - 372 (47%)
& Elementary .
1Teachers : ’ -
Questidhnaires 800. 305 (38%) . 488 (61%)
'} . L 4 ) ° . . &
& 1\../ .

However, tnis same low rate jeopardized the validity of the sampling

and hence the credibility of tﬁezreeults,.and so it was decided to~eite29
thé deadline for the return of quest%onnaires into the fall, Schools that
] did not respond in the May/June, period were cqntacted and encouraged to

. - send back completed questionnaires in September. Replacement questionnaires
1

/

m1slaid or not hav1hg

were mai]ed to those schools whb reported hav1ng
|
received the original packages ~In add1tion th opportunity was t

‘ subst1tute districts and 1nd1v1dua1 schools that ommunlcated to CS

Z

ken to

their

These were rep]aced wn

.dec1s1qp not to participite in the prpae t. qthers_
drawn from the original master 1ist and using the same samp]ing procedures.
Thus,the survey wag'essent1a11y reactivated at the end of August and during

Sepfember, and a majof effort was made to expand the poo] of data-that -

] . : -

. .
- - -
LU S ‘- n’ ‘
. ’
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would be ava%]ab]e for analysis. Even so, schools proved s]ow to respond Lo -

rd

and quest1onna1res were st11] be1ng returned at the end of October e ol

-
LS

. <To obta1n the mostﬁcomprehens1ve and re11ab1e picture of the national
— 2 . « 5 o X

-

S SN .
. - écene with regard t st use, it was considered important to include as

‘ many completed questionnaires as_possible in the main analysis. For

b fthis-reason, the deadline for, the return of questionnaires to be included

- in the statistical analysis was-delayed until November 6. Table 7 gives .
the .number of comp]eted ouestionnadres reoeived by that date, and,that’
const1tute the sample Tor the maTﬁ—anaTys1s The responserates, evenat—=—"
the cut-off date, were st111 comparatively low, but since'a certain - .
shrinkage had been anticipated in draﬁ?hg up the sample design, it was

v

. considered that the number of returns,was sufficient to pgrmit the

+

- or1g1na1 ana1ys1s to proceed. .
The uneven pattern of response however casts some doubt on the
validity ‘of the ach1eved samp]e and certa1n1y ensured that the intended

\
_simple we1ght1ng des1gn out11ned in an earlier sect1on of this report

3mnﬂd not be adequate Unfortunately, the checking of the va11d1ty of
. the sample and the ca]cu]at1on “of. the weights to be -used in the main
analysis, could not be carr1ed .out before the cut-off date for receipt of
( quest1onnafles, and so the final. ana]yses have not yet been comp1eted
\ . However, in order to test out°the fﬂe handling, %ta editing, and g -
| * stitistjcal proced res, and to give an indication of the maJor trends in”

!
\ the data most of the intended analyses have been run on the subset*of

. responses that were rece1ved by July 31 Se]ected summaries of these

. . are presented in the fo]]ow1ng pages, but it must be noted that thgse

1y
. e . % - . b
R . N




initial analyses‘were carriéd~qut using unit weights for each distrjct .
. . \" \
so they should be regarded as i]]ustrative rather than as representative

-

of the’ pattern of results to be expected in"the full report...

Analytic_framework. It will be reca]]ed from our 1980 report to the

NIE that the proaect s domains of interest (as dep1cted on page ¥/ in the

‘present report) and data collected in the project's planning stage

*

generated a series of hypotheses or questions to heiexp]ored in. the

national survey. These areas are summarized here to serve as background

for the discussion of survey findings.

Federal /state/local testing requirements'influence the distribution

.

and freqyency of types of testing at local sites, and thus bear upon .
patterns of test use. Testdng.interventions such as minimum competency
testing, therefore, may impact on the ordanization of curriculum and
1nstruction . | . ’ ’ ‘

ot

The organ1zat1on of curr1cu1um and 1nstruct1on const1tutes a major

influence on the nature of teachers' routine, practical act1v1tﬁes and

decisions. We hypothesized,ftherefore, that_a greater variety'andﬂnumber
of available instruct?ﬁha] alternatives in the classroom and school will -
increase the rout1ne tasks and decisions that requ1re assessment 1nfbrma-

tion, and so influence both the patterns of testing that occur 10ca11y

A
<8

and the tays test scores are used locally ' . : .

The nature of teachers routtne, pract1ca1 act}u1t1es and dec1s1ons

(S

is assumed to very with the types of students enro]]ed in the schoo] _

and assigned to a teacher s classroom.- Thus, the types of tests given o~

Tocally and the uses of_test results are lijkely to vary with the dehographic;

and achievement characteristics of students in the school and classroom.

»
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As teachers go about®the accomp]ishment of their pnacticaﬁ tasks and

dec1s10ns, the -instances ip wh1ch they refer to test scores .and the ways
‘e

in wh1ch they “welght“ test scores are assumed to/eary w1th thelrgperceptxons
ﬂop1n1ons, values, understandlngs) of tests and types of tests.
As teachers assess particular tests ,9trengths and weaknesses and

their appropriate uses, they will draw upon their educatﬁbnal and;pract1ca1 -

experiences with respect to testing. Thus, the1r training aqd experience

are likely to bear u]timate]y on their practical decisions about which

Y

X

type of.test scores to use and how touuse them. ' SN é%%ﬁ?

We assume that innovative district and school leadership can provide

. ¥ te

inservice training efperiencés that, change teachers' perceptions of the
‘ uti]ity of particu]ar tests and types of tests, thus inf]uencing teachers'
\practical test-use decisions. District and school 1eadersh1p can also #

ac% to generate tests, testing programs, and practlces that facilitate o

AN
teachers’ accomp11shment of the1r’r6ut1ne tasks under the practical exlgencles

of the1r env1ronments .
;" LN M
+ The types of tests glven locally, and/the purposes for and frequency
ﬁ‘?
with wh1ch they dre g1ven, w111 1nf1uence local type? of test score use.S”

The presence/absence of one type of test may 1nf1uence the use of scores’
‘ °
from another type. For examp]e, the use of minimum competency tests for

t_éraduation may encourage teachers to use thelresults of other.kfnds.oﬁ

tests to mgﬁipre'students' progress_toward the rttainment ofJ inimum
R " L2 LI
,competenc?es. : oo o . .

~
Iy

L
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* TAE ELEMENTARY. SCHOOL TEACHER SAMPLE

This section 6f the. report provides some backgrdund information on

3

" the e]ementary school teacher sample and some, of the chfracter1st1cs of
“their c]assrooms It a]so(d1scusses the degree to wh1ch teachers make use

of various resources, the k1nds of® ass1stance on matters of assessment ' ©o]
N ) N
they rece1ve frof the1r districts, gchool or district Tevel training they
> S NN
‘ receive in testﬁng and assessment, d1str1ct use of assessment vis-a- v1s

- ]

: teachers' instructional practice, and patterns of d1str1ct report1ng o?
! o .

test resu]ts back to teachers. This information js offered as.precursor . =

. to a subsequent section dealing ‘with teacher attitude towdrd “testing and

their reported uses of assessmént results. AR

. , . ; ,
Teachers' Professional Background ’ D

.The first section of the e]ementary.schOOT teachers' duestidnnaire '

asked res ondents a g%r1es of quest1ons about their pnofess1ona1 background

B

The f1r ¢ of these questlons/éealt with\the number of years the teacher

-

had been teach1ng Tab]e 8 be]ow illustrates the responses to this

quest1on with years of teach1ng gr1mar11y broken down 1nto five year per1ods

: o \

. A o . --' . . N
. : ’ hMeﬁ;._ . . ) . e

) .- rYears of Teaching .
. I ; . . v (N- 304) T B

.. ' |
Number of Years ° Numbeﬁ-of T et
Teaching W ' Respondents’ T Percentage
1-5 N BRIV
r . 6 - 10 83 " L ?8 )
S ar-15TT o, 23" e
T l6-207 e 14 . p
3 21 - 25- .o - 21 T . ,9., e
- 26 - 30 P 20 . ' ' 6
T 31> %0 R 3 .

- *o
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This question was follqwed-by an'item‘asking'*espondents how many' " )
yéars they had been teaching in their;present district. Tablé 9 below
_indicates patterns of tedcher responses to this item, using the same
. breakdown of years as followed in the preceding table..
/ i ~ ¢ ‘ -
Table 9 . ) ) ,
. Number of Years Teaching in-the Present District
(N-304) .
¢ * é . r -
: Number of Years ' Number of . .
~in District ‘ Resporndents Percentage .
1-5 O : 32 " .
. e 6 -.10 ~ 72 ‘ 24 -
| 1N 15 : 76 - C .25 .
16 - 20 .30 ’ 10 _
. 21 -. 25 - 12 AR '
" 26 - 30. ~ n : .3 N ¢
31 -40 5 - 2 '
o 304 - 700, :

- Y

These data inaicate a certain amount of stability amon;‘the e]emenéary teacher ;f
population. Beyond the .32 percent who have'beeﬁ in their dis%rict fof X ;>. .
one io five years, an additional 25_percent have been in their”district o
- for six.to ten'years and 25 percent for e]evén to fjfteen years: An oL
additiona] 10 percqét have been in‘thei; present district for iﬁii 20 years, '
with fh; remafhjng 9 percent serving in the ;;me district in excess” of 20
years. , . ; ‘ ‘ . \
'« The next questionnaire item asked teachers the highest diploma or
dggree they ha;e receiVed._ Of the 298 respoﬂdents3 178 (58%) had received
a baéhe]ors~§s highest degreetwjth the remaining 125 (42%) reporting a
masters as\highest degree; none of the respondents indicated receiving a

doctorate. C . —_— _ -
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A
The year that respondents rece1ved their degree is 1nd1cated in

»

“Table 10 be]ow which again breaks down year of degree 1n five-year periods.

1

A\

E Table 10 °

' ~/~'" . - " Year Degree Was Received
(. . N = 297)
b Number of
Years Respondents Percentage
1935 - 41 /AR 3. "
1946 - 50 8 .3 ) s
., 1951 - 55 . . 12 4 ‘
1956 - 80 20 R A
1961 - 65 ’ 33 - - e
' 1966 -'70". 49 17 .
© 1971 - 15 79 26
. 1976 - 81 89 ‘ 30 .
B 297 . 7100

These daﬂi’would suggest that the e]ementary teachers const1tute a fairly

.youthful population, with 56 percent having received their h1ghest degree '

o Y

in the last 10 years,-and‘with a]most 75 percent having received their

. highest degree in the last 15 years.

Two-hundred thwrty-s1x teachers indicated that they had received

| additional credits/units beyond their 1ast degree, with a medlan value of

23, and 16 teachers-reporting 100 or more. y

; -

. C]assroom Characteristics . \ N

Of the ‘305 teachers responding to the questions on the number of *

. grades in theix regular c]assroom, 273 (90%) indicated that they teach , & -

only one grade; 22 (7%) that they have two grades, (22) that they teach .

" three grades; 2 (1%) that they have fOur grades; and 1 teacher reported

having five grades. he following picture as indicated in Table 11,

a

ref]ects.the "modal" grades taught by: the respond1ng sample.
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a

Table 11 )
"Moda]“ Grades Taught L .
< (N = 305) ~
Grade ~Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade
1 2. "~ 3 ] 5 6 7
No. of . _ 9
Teachers, 5 5 . 1N 134 43 104 o2
Percent 2% 24 4% 443 142 34% - 1%
N Ofi%he total sample, then, 281 teachers, or 92%, clustered around grades , -

' - 'lv ‘ / N -
_four, five, and six--thé targeted grade levels of CSE's national survey.
The teachers were also asked a question on the average numbers of .
students they presently have in their classrooms. - Table 12 below indicates

the patterns of average number$ of students.

Table 12
’ Average Number of Students in a Classroom
’ (N = 302) ’
Number of . Number of Teachers
Students With This Size Cqus Percentage
(up to) 15 3
16 - 20 A7 6
21 - 25 76 : ' 25
"26 - 30 138 ) < 45
. /Qs . .
31 =35 _ 55 19
_ 36 - 41 7 2 ' .
41 plus 6- 2 : .

-
-

3

b

It would seem that the "average" teacher has a class éonsisfing~of
' 26 to 30 students, and that the great majority of the teachers have L2 |
‘ ¢lasses comprised of 21 to 30 students. ‘ .,l ’

The teéchérs also indicated on_the survey their current teaching
responsibilities in reading’and math. Of the 301 respondents'gp this

LY

itém, 247 teachers (82%) ‘teach both reéding and math; 14 teachers (5%)

.

. R I
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indicated that they teach maéh only; 36 }egchers (12%) that they teach.
.rEading only; and 4 teachers KJ%; that they Eresently teach neither.

Most teachers devote four to seven ﬁouf& a week on reading, and four to
six hours a week on math. In terms of the'différent curricular 1evéT$ at
which they must teaph'in a given c]assfabm;,most teachers repor%éh having
students representing three to five different reading levels; in math,
however, most teéchf% reported.having only one to three different

student Tevels.

Use of Resources .

The next item on the survey asked teachers & variety of questions
dealing witﬁ specific resources that tﬁey may use in-the classroom.
Response rates for these questions rénged from 260_to 290. The following
picture emerged from the,teachers' responses about their use of these
resources. In terms of teachers.having another adult under their super-
vision to help with small gropp/jndividua] studept work, almost 60% )
indicated that this.resource is not available to“them either for reading
or math. Another 10% indicated that such a resource is available, for
hoth reading and math, but is not used, while 2%, for both readingiand
‘math; indicated that an adu]t is available But used very, infrequently-.

A few teachers (1 to 3%) indicated for reading and math that an adult

might'be used once or twice a month, while 20 to 25 percent indicated,

. again fbr’reading and math, that an adult aidé.might be used once or

-

twice a week. .

Another jtem in this serjes on %he survey asgbd teache;s Aif they
c;n divide up students for extra help among other teachers. Fbrty-
five percent of the teaéhgrs indicated they do not have this nesoufce~

in reading, and approximately 55 percent that they de not have 1t“i

101 o o .
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for math.  Nine percent reported that the resource is avai]ab]e in

reading but not used and 12 percent that it is available in math but

not used. Aga1n a_few teachers reported us1ng additional teachers a

.

few times a year in reading and math help; and about 34 percent reported
» N P " M

this practice once or twice a week in reading, and 25 percent once or

twice a weeﬁ in math.

In terhs of the avai]ahi]ity,of instructional machines, such as
audiovisuals{ computer termthals, etc.:'torestudents’ indebendent work ,
approximately 35 percent of the teachers reporteH that they.are not

available in either reading or mathzﬁghother 10 percent repdérted that

-

- such “technology, though available, js not used in either‘reading or
math. The remainder of the teacheri{reported that they use instruc-
tional techno]ogy‘to’varying degrees; for both reading and math, this
_ use ranges.from once a year, to severa1 times a'year, to once or twice
a month, to a few times a week. Each of tPese categories of use
'accountsfor approximately 5 to 10 percent of the population for both
reading. and math. f '
= Similar patterns of teachers' response, for reading and math,
emerged for such resource possihijities és working with other teachers
for planning and deve]optngﬁtests and other evaluation assignments, and
for the avai]abiiity of specialists to whom students can be sent for
spécib]iwork; however, in the case of‘sbecfalists, many more teachers
report frequent use of th1s resource, for both read1ng and math than is
“the case -insome of the other resources discusseéd above.
- . ‘ Most of the teachers reported that alternate pub11shed or.teacher-
made materials are avax]ab]e and quite frequent]y dsed for students'

1 ‘., - 4 L4

specia] needs. ’ L
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In terms of the three rémain?hg resources ‘queried on the surVey--j
a2 hav1ng someone available to read and/or grade tests and other student

assignments; quick, computer1zed scor%ng and analys¥s of\tests; and

. "item banks“ to draw upon in making up_teacher tests--aF::eariptstu e . T
emerges; these resources are s1mp1y not avallable to the vast majority
of the-respondents in “either read1ng or math (the neaat1ve response

rate range from approxima?e]y 65 to 75 percent of the respondents).

A

District Assistance . . . . . . BT
. M o~

The next item asked about the d1str1ct pnqv1s1on ‘of help to teachers

in matters related to student assessment Approximately 300 teachers
&

responded to the quest1ons assocwated w1th th1s item.
In terms of receiving help in the administration of requ1red tests,
248 teachers (82%) 1nd1cated that such help is available; for 18 percent

_of the teachers it is not‘ava11abﬂe 0Of the teachers rece1y1ng this k1nd

of help, most 1nd1cated that it-is re]evant or very re]evant to their

-

) spec1fic classroom tasks.
f - A
Two hundréd fifty-six of the teachers (84%J%receive assistance in
analysis and explanation of test results; the remainlng 16 percent do not.

Of those receiving this help, again most of themnoted that it is re]evant '

N . -

e - — J—

to their c1assroom ‘work.’ _ “a

&~
.

- The p1cture reflecting teachers rece1v1ng ass1stance in alternative
ways (other than tests) to assess student ach1evement 1s'q,}te clear- cut,

) 50 percent of the sample recefve this kind ot assistance and the other 50 -
percent do not. Of those receiving this help, most fee{,that itis o

2;; . relevant to their classroom responsibilities.
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. A similar picture emerged with respect to preharing students
for particu]ar’kinds of tests; @ little more than 50 percent of the
teachers do not recelve th1s help, and a 11tt1e Tess than 50 percent
jdo. 0f those teachers who do, aga1n they find it relevant.
Almost 60 percent of the teachers report receiving assistance in
interpretinb and using the results of different;kinds of tests; the
*\lreﬁaining‘4o ﬁercent do not. Again, most teachers who receive this -

4

assistance find it useful.

-

¢

About ha]f the respondents receive he]p in ways to tie thetr teaching
content to that of requ1red tests amd- half do not. Again, those receivwing
this ass1stance find it usefu] and relevant to their classroom work.

In terms of help in bonstruct1ng or selecting good tests, the vast

- i majority (approx1mate1y 85%) do not receive this kind of ass1stance of .

those who do, most find it relevant or very re]evaht to their class--

~e

room work. Similarly, most of the teachers (65%) do not receive training

in the use of assessment results to improve the instructional program,

but those who do find it relevant.

'D1str1ct Tra1n1ng/Co]]ege Courses ‘ R ’ -
&

0f .the 100 teachers respond1ng to the next 1tem on the survey, -
‘apfroximately 50 percent indicated that in the last two years they have
, attended _one to five hours of meetings on the topic of setlecting or

construct1ng tests or estab11sg@ng district testing policies. ' Another’

25 percent noted that they have attended six to ten hours of such '

.’4_\/ » 3
meetings. These _data.tend tg?corroborate the item discussed 1mmed1ate1y

above. That is; only 100 of‘our teachers, receive d1str1ct training 1n

-

_constructing or se]ect1ng.good tests, ahd of these, training has amounted
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to only three or four hours for,50.perbent of the-recipients énd‘may .

haye dealt as much with testing pelicy as with test selecttgn/construc- -

tion. In terms of district inservice on other topics related to student

Jassessment, most .of the 183 respondents to this item indicated such

inservice in the range of one to ten hours in_the past two years.

] Sixty-six teachers,reported_taking-qulege courses in the last
two‘&ears that were devoted eic]usively to' studeht assessment. 'bf these
teachers, about 30 percent have taken two to five hours; 20 percent six

’

to ten hours; 10 percent 12 to 15 hours; 6 percent have-taken. 16 to 20
hours; 14 percent 30 to 35 hours; and 4 percent 35 to 40 hours. The !

+

-remaining 15 percent or so reported taking college courses on assessment

3

?n{e2cess of 45 houfs.

sttrict Uses of Assessment Infbrmation. .

.to this item. In terms of schoo] administration review pf test scores

L SN
needing extra emphasis, 35 percent of the respondents indicated that

The next item on the survey asked a series of questions’about
school administrat1on uses of assessment 1nformat1on vis -a=vis teaChers

' \
instructional practices. Approximate]y 300 elementary teachers responded i

) . .

with teachers for the purpose of ident{fying curriculum content areas

., - ° ' . N

)
such practice is a regu]ar occurrence and part of the schoo] s routine

procedbre while another 25 percent indicated that’ it happens quite
frequently but not on a rout1né or regular basis. For the remainder, it
happens rarely (28%) or not at all (14%). '

For.almost 30:-percent of the teachers, a schoo1'administrator- -]
observes the teacners, reviews his/her 1:structiona1 p]ans,.eté., on a
regular/ro:tine basis to make sure that students' needs as indicated by ==

test scores are.emphasized; for'another 25 perceng tnis happens quite

~ | ' 105 ' p o
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often but is not regular or routine. Of the remainder, -about ha]f .
reported that such practice -happens rare]y and half that 1t does not .“"r
happen at all. o o - |
In terms of teachers being required to turn in the scores or )
grades of tests or ass1gnments that they poutinely g1ve,aabout 15 percent
of the respondents 1nd1cated this happens regularty and routine]y, for-.
another 5 percent -this practice goes .on .quite often but not.on a
routine basis. For about 15 percent this happens rarely, and for the
remaining 65 percent it does not happen at all.
The final question inlthis series asked teathers whether their °
schoo] evaluates their teaching on{the basis of students’ test scores,
( and/or estab11shes test score goa]s for the students and the. teacher
v/ to. meet. For the vast majority of the population (70%) th1s pract1ce
is not followed. Of “the rema1nder, about 17 percent 1nd1cated that it
) ‘ happens frarely; about 6 percent each reported this pract1ce as either '
¢ ‘ .

regular and rout1ne, or frequent but neither regular nor routine. }

District Reporting of Test Results T . )

N ‘ . . . X
The last of the background questions asked teachérs a series of

guestions dealing with test turn-around time, usefulness of .test .
reporting:formats; and encouragﬁmentlto:teach in the basic skills.

. Of the 300.or so-teachers who responded 133 (44%) ihdicated that
they receive test results from the distrmct soon enough that they can
use the resu]ts for 1nstruct1ona1 mod1fication another 139 (46%) noted

that they receive the results too slowly to-be of use. in mod1fy1ng

\‘)

teach1ng; ‘the remaining 10 percent indicated_that,the question does not

apply. ‘ ' ;-

4
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" In terms of the district repgrting test resuits in a way that
enables the teacner to use them, the vast majority (72%)‘indicated that .
they receive results that are deta%]ea and*in a useful« format (though
perhans they arrire too late for thﬁigoténtiaf to be realized, as was
suggested {nmediately aﬁove). Another 21 percent,answered that little
useful information is prcvided in the way of reported test scores; the
remainder indicated that the question does not apply.
/ In connect1en'w1th an assessment program and district encouragement
of teacher emphas1s on the teach1ng of basic skills, 95 percent of the:
aréspchents inditated that their,qistricts do follow this practice.
Teacher Attitudewaward Tests and” Test-Related Issues

.. ‘ ' . ' |
Approximately 300 elementary school teachers responded to'a'series

e ! . N\ N N .
of items. probing teacher attitudes .toward tests apd test-related issues. -

. ~ :.‘ . .
Table 13 below illustrates the more prevalent trends emerging from these -

items. ¢ _ )
‘ , )
) ' - ‘ Table 13 ° .
Teacher Attitude ToWard Tests and: Test-Related Issues Yy
(N = 300}
. - ' - Percentage of Teachers
Item . in Agreément
s ‘Testing mot1vates my students to studx « . 60
’ harder. )
A r ) ) . o *

Commercial tests are usually of high ) 60
quality. . _
The content_ (or skills) on most g 75

. required tests is very similar to the ) ’

~ cohtent (or sk1115) that I teach. Lo

The pressure that testing exerts on the 45 "

. schools has a general]y benef1c1a] . e

. effect. ' o ) -
Récently,:I have'been’spending more T 50
, "teaching time preparing my students to
o take required tests. .

. [
. & . .
“ .. \ . >
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Teachers should not be held accountable
for students* scores on standardized.

. In our schdol, students are more r1g1d1y

. 1y unfa1r to p@rt1cu1ar students. =

The. curriculum today demands more

. grade levels or for h1gh school gradua-
iaon..

_spend teaching subjects or skills that

-The proportion of our sohoo] s resources

“Table 13

Item . =

(continued) .,

v

- 1

Percentage of Teachers

in Agreement

The tests qeveloped in our d1str1ct are,
very good.

somp1ex student thinking than in the-

acﬁ1evement tests or tests of minimum
cmnpetency

v

tracked tban they -were- two or three’ years
ago. .

Tests of minimum competency/prof1c1ency/

functional literacy should be required of ‘.

all students ‘for promotion at certain °

LI ~

Tests of minimum competency are/%requent-

As & result of minimum competency tests
(and similar prograps),- parents are
contacting schools about théir children
more frequent]y or in greater numbers.

Tests of minimum competency have affected

(would dffect), the amount of time I can
the tests do not cover.

In our schob1 test1ng>programs ‘are
generally he]d to be much less important
than the social problems with which we
are concerifed. .

. N ‘
Basic sk111s'teabh1ng (including remed1a1
work) is now consumtng a substantially
increased proportion &f our sghool's
educat1onaJ resoruoes. . g

I3 ..

~

«

now allocated to basic skills teaching is

so great as to detract from the quality

of our total educationa] program. .
| SN
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From the above‘patterns, it appefis that teachers see scme beneficial
g effects agcruing from test1ng and tes%-related matters, and that the tests
they;speak about are frequently seenﬂto be of generally high quality and
- match what they teach. Many of the;teachers see the impewtance of . -'~;
minimum competency tests, although%more than haI} of our respondents '
T ) have reservations about the fa1rn§3s of such tests for‘certain kinds of
students. . Perhaps, as' a funct1on of mmn1mum competency “tests, many ': <
teachers report that the1r studeﬂts are more r1g1d1y tracked. than was the .z
case in the recent past which m1ght boncern the majority who believé -
.that today s curriculum 1s more comp]ex and demand1ng upon the s#udent
than was previously the case l
Basic sk111s teaching appears to gonsume an increasing prdpdrt1on of
‘school resources for the majority of teaghers, and affects. _the-amount- of L
< time, for more than half of the samp]e that they can devote to other*
T h .subJects More than ha]f the teachers,state that the1r testing prognﬁms N |
are held to be more important than the social prob]ems w1th which they - “',;
*are concerned. However, the maJor1ty do not be11eVe that the proport1on j
~

of school resounces given over to bas1c sk111s is so high that 1t detracts

g * A from the quality of the total educational program

) Teacher Uses of Assessment Results ' o S

, Table 14 fol1ow1ng provides a summary of the elementary school - ‘f
“teachers responses to a series ofﬁouest1ons on their use of various - ;
" kinds of information for,specific decisjonamaking'purposes. Alhese
decision areas were concerned.with the importance of different kinds of

information for: (1) planning teaching at the beginning of the school

Wl year; (2) for initial grduping or placement of students for instruction;

-

. "

o . - 10y , ~
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RN R ) Tab]e 14 : o . - .
' .. Teacher Use of Assessment Information for Different Decision Mak_g Purposes . L e
e §Percentages reporting use of this information for the specified “pu,rpose)
A\d CT 4 ; s . * ’ , , \ 5.¥ R .
: =, ; ' _ ' ' © .~ Changing a Student :
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(3) for making decisions to change a-student'f;on one%g@;up or curricu]um
to another, or to provide remedia] or acce]erated instruct1on and (4) for
making decisions on students feport card grades. The data appearing in

the table indicate the percentage of teachers wha rﬁted a given

.

informatian source as crucial or important. Response rates ranged from™

I~

vy

Several cod!’usions seem to be warranted, at least tentatively, on

.the basis of these data. For example, whether a respondent is describing’

asséssment fnformation use for reading or math, the relative weignt

teachers ascribe to‘ixgiven kind of information remains fairly constant

in the decision-making prOcess ‘ - ‘ ‘\\‘115n(////>/‘
, In terms of decisions about ‘planning for instruction, it iS¢ _',

that the individual teacher s previous classroom experience 1s by far the
sing]e most 1mportant k1nd of infdrmat1on. Students® scores on standard-
jzed and other formal tests, xhowever, appear to'be almost as important in
this decisjon as comments and other information about students offered “
by the1r*prev1ous teachers. Th1s finding confiET; conclusions drawn .

from previous CSE work on test use. It is interedting to note} however,

.that for a sizeable number of teachers, a number that is sometimes ,ifi

excess of 50 percent -of the sample, students' scores on standardized and
other formal tests are important not only for initial placement decisions ,e
(also found in previous CSE data) but also tor decisions about changing

a student from one éroup to another or‘one curriculum to another. That

is, for a sizeable number of e]ementary school teachers, formal test

scores assume importance not only at the beginning of the school year

but also during the school year. This conclusion does not ruh counter

b
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to previous CSE findings, because information is used in conjunctign Wth

other kinds of ‘data 1n the teachers' decision-making--again a finding
‘
supported in previous CSE data. Further, in terms of decisions about

1n1t1a1 p]acement by far the most 1mporta2t kind ‘of information is
teacher observat1ons and students classroom work followed by the results
of tests teachers have made up themselves and the results of tests that

come w1th the curriculum they use.

E]
3

An almost 1dent}ca1 pattern appears for decisions about grouping

*

\,and/or instructional changes for a student and for decisions about
students” report card grades, with the exception that for these last two
decis{ons, the weights teachers ascribe to student scores on standardized -

’ and district continuum or competency tests fall off drastically.

As we have reported prev1ous1y, teachers appear to rely on multiple
sources of 1nformat1on for mak1ng\the1r-c1assroom decisions. The -
use of “formal" tests is more dominant early in the school year, and
as the year "advances and d1fferent_kinds of decisions about-1nd1v1dua1 )

students, groups, and classes havewto'be made, teachers seem to switch

7 ' . . . : ’
more to use of their own professional experiences, observations, students'

classroom work, the resultS‘of teacher-made tests, and tests that come
with the curriculum informing their teaching.

-

. One final observation shou]d.be made about these data on teacher

" - use of assessment information. The percentages shown in Tab]e'l4 above

reflect numbers of teachers for whom an information source is cruc1a1 or
1mportant ‘for a given kind of decision. The percentages not accounted
for in these data constitute numbers -of teachers rating a g1ven kind of
information.as slightly important or un1mportant. In those cases where

percentages of teachers reportdng an informatioh source as important- lie

- " | 113 '
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in the 50 to 60 percent’ range, and therefore 40 to 50 percent of the sample

are not accounted for; generally about another 25 percent of the teachers

T

~ find the information to be at least slightly }mportant. Exceptions to this

pattern, of course, are students' scores on standardized and district .
cont1nuum or competency tests in mak1ng decisions about students® grades,
wheré'anywhere between 35 to 50 percent of the teachers f1nd these kinds

\
\Pf information as unimportant.
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THE SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHER SAMPLE |

- [ )

" Before presenting the preliminary findings on secondary @eachers'

attitudes toward and uses of ‘assessment information, we will again offer some
re&evant background information on the characteristics of this popu]at1on,

aédwell as. on testing and test-related matters in their schools and d1str1cts

Teachers' Pfofessiona] Background

=

Tab]e 15 be]ow presents, for English and mathemat1cs teachers, the number

s

of years they have been teach1ng, broken down into f1ve-year segments

Table fS:
Years of Teaching

English - Mathematics
(N=12%) ) (N=117)

Number' of Years Number of ﬁumbér of ‘
Teaching Respondents _ - Percent Respondents . Percent:

. I

-5 a1 EREE L£: T 15|

6-10 37 IS 28 24 |
1M -15 35 27 . ] | "33

.16 - 29 17 . : ‘ . 16

21 - 25 2

26 - 30 | 5
31

B
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The next item on the survey asked teachers how leng’ they had been teaching

in their distriéts Tab1e16 below shows the response patterns to th1s item,

~
1

agaln in f1ve-year per1ods
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Table 16 : |
Number of Years Teaching in the Present District -

/

t English . Mathematics
Number of ' (N=123)" ~ (N=117)
Years in Number “of S " Number of -
District . . Respondents Percent Respondents Percent

1-5- 39 32 3é , .30
6 - 10 33 27 .. 25 2
- 15 32, Cm 2
16 - 20 SN | N ;18 Lo
21 - 25 B |
26°- 30

-31 - 35

.. Py ’ —
-These percentages by years of service in the district are roughly the same " /

" as those found for the elementary school feachers,-and indicate a similar
degree 6ﬁ stabi]ity‘among the two samples. . ‘ f
-Responses to the question-oﬁ the higﬂest dip]oma~;r degree réceiyed by the
secogdary~teéchers wefe as follows. Of the Engijsh teadﬁers, 53 respondents. (43%)
list a bachelors as highést ;;gree received, 67 (54%) a masters, and three,a‘ B

teachers (2%) have received a dqctorate. The mathematics teachers report that f

56 (48%) have a bacheldrs as highest degree, 60 (51%) a masters, with one

math teacher havirg obtained a, doctorate. v’
_The year that the English and math teachers received their degrees is indica~ °

~ ted in Table 17 below. - . .

. »




Table 17:
" "Year Degree Was Retceived

.

English g Mathematics
(N=1728) . ’ -(N=T115)
Number of + Number of -
Years - _Respondents -~ Percent” — Respondents - Percent

1940-45
1946-50
" 1951.55°
1956-60
1961-65
1966-70
1971-75
1976-81

These data are again similar to those provided by the e]ementary'school teachers;

the secondary teachers show a]most 1dent1ca1 patterns of "youthfulness" or

*

time-in- teaqb1ng -

‘- ° - o

Ninety-six of the Eng]1sh teachers and-91 of the math teachers reported that
N
they have recelved add1t1ona1 credits beyond the]m last degree. Both samp]es
show a median value.of 24, v w1th one teacher 1n each population report1ng 100

.or more extra creﬂlts or units received. S

Classroom Characteristics

Approximate]y 120 ‘respondents each from t/g\Engl1sh teachers and the mafh

teachers answered a series of quest$2gsksoncern1ng their c]assroom characterist1cs LI
Among these character1stics were numbers of grades in their c]ass, the grade in

_which teachers have the greatest numbers of..students, the average number ‘of

students they presently have in their c]assrooms,'theﬂr~teaching responsibilities

-
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in English.and math, numbers of hours of instruction théy provide in these

P Y

subjeets, and the rang‘g of curricular levels at which their studeffts are woirking.
For\ the English teachers, -30°“-res’pondentzsc (242) indieated that they’ teach .-
only one grade: 42 (34%) that they teach.two grade's;) 34 (27%) that.’they present-
ly teach three grades, and 18 (15%) that"‘they teach four grades. For the math ¢

- 'teachers 16 respondents (14%) 1nd1cated that they presently teach on]y one

) grade, 27 (23%) that they have two grades, 29 (25%) that they have three grades,
and 41 respondents (35%) that they teaCh four grades . The "moda]" grades

taught by these teachers,\expressed as & function of thelgrades in which they

* teach the greatest number of students, abpearn'n Table 18 below.

Y
] -

%

¢ Table'18: - - U .ni

"Modal" G_rgdes Taught . . N
P Grade 9 Grade 10 .  Grade 11 . Grade 12
English Math | English Math | English  Math | Inglish  Math
- N . . . ’ i . ©
No. of Teachers 2 Q| 116 113 /4 2 .1 0
. Percent 2 0 94 o977 3 2.] 1 o

For the total sample of secondary teachers, then, both Enghsh and Wath, approx- -
1mate1y 95% cluster at the tenth grade, the* target grade of - the national survey

Table19 below shows the average numbers of students in the Enghsh and matsh

e - en .
LR ) »*

teachers' classrooms. Approxima}e]y 115 teachers responded from each samp]e
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e Table 19 : F _ -
' Average Numbér of Students’in agiassrocm\\ h

' Enq11sh Teachers Mathematics Teachers
- No. of Teachers ‘ ' No of Teachers
Number of . °~ . With This With This :
Students ) Size.Class P&-cent i Size (lass Percent
10 - 15 S SR | -8 8
16 -2 . 15 ) 10 9
- 38 ' 3. L 00
F-o 40 ’ no- 37
31 -35 - | 14 - 9 9
36 - 40 1, 1 S
41 plus ' 2 ‘;7“"——_——‘”::;Tq 6
— - \

As was the case w1th the elementary teaghers respond1ng‘to the survey, 1t appears
that the "average" secondary teacher, m~ether in Eng]1sh or math, teaches a

" class cons1st1hg of 26 to 30 students, that the vast majority teach classes con-
sisting.of 21 to 30 students; and-that an additiOnal 10 percent or so teach

. cldsses having 31 tc*SS students

In terms of the subaects they teach in their tenth grade classes, 123
English teachers (99%) and 116 math teachers (99%) teach Eng]1sh or math only; -
one respondent teaches both Eng1lsh and math i the tenth grade. Most of the

Eng]1sh teachers and most of the math teachers reporg that students in each
—

of their classes receive four to six hours of 1nstruct1on/c1asswork each \;'

-\

meek in the subject area.
In the matter of the range of curricular levels &t which they must teach

‘1n the1r subJects, dlfferent patterns appear for the Eng}ish and math teachers.

For the English teachers,_approx1mate]y 30 percent teach at only one level and

35 percent have two levels; another 27 percent teach three differentxleve1s.

s
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The remaining. seven or eight percent have four or five levels. For the math
i LY
teachers, approximately 57 percent teach at only-one level, 23 percent at two

levels, and 15 percent at three levels; three~ﬁercent of- the math teachers haVe
. p . . - ;
four different levels, and two percent reported havjng more than five cuericular

levels. . ' L o
. ’” -\-/ . .

Use of Resources’™ - } ‘.

- ’ -

The secondary teachers responses (N= approx1mate1y 120 for each. sample)

to questions dea11ng with resource ava11ab1l1ty and use 1nd1cate that‘ferta1n
k1nd§ of resources.are not available to most tenth-grade teachers whether they
teach English or math. There are also sQme resources wh1ch apparently are
. ava11ab1e to most tenth- -grade teachers, again regardless of.whether they teach
Engllsh or math. There are one or two resources which are. ava11ab1e to around
half of the tenth-grade.teachers regardless of"subject taught, and one or two
resources for Which.patterns of avai]ability appear to_aiffer as a fdhctibn of
subject taught. NG

One of the resource optjons queried on the survey dealt with the availability
of another adult, under the teacher's sqpervisjon tp help with small group or
individual student work. Approximately 80 percent of the English teachers and
85 percent of the mJth'teachers report that this resehrce is not available; an
add1t1ona1 ffﬁz percent for each sample report the resource is available but not

used The 15 percent of the English ti;chers who do have and use th1s option

vary in degree of use from once or twice a year, once or twice a month, to once or

twice a week. Of the ten.percent of the math teachers who do have and use this

option, most frequently citsd levels of use are once or twice a year and once or

twice a week. k..

.
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Fqr about 70 to 75 percent of both the English teachers and the math<teachers

responding, the resource option of dividing their students among ather. teachers
( } .
for extra he]p also appears tosbe unavailable. In both samp]es an additional

ten percent repbrt that this option ;3 available but not used. For those few
teachers who report having and us1ng the opt1on "degree of use varies from once

or twice a year, to once or tw1ce a month to once or twice a week

Hav1ng ;pmeone to help the teacher w1th read1ng, correct1ng, or grad1ng
» > / -
~the tests or other ass7gnments they give ‘to students does not’ appear to be

'ava11ab1e to most- tehth-grade/teachers \5pprox1mate1y 70~percent of both the
English and math teachers report the option as unava11ab1e, and- anyther five to

ten percent report the optlon is available but not used. Of the remaining 20
| 3R
percent or so who do have and use th1s resource, degree of use var1es, but
’ Ne
highest 1eve1s of use réported.are once or twice a week.

\ -L‘ @
There are one or two resources, on the other hand which do dppear to be

3

ava11ab1e to most tenth grade teachers. Eor 1nstance, approx1mate1y 85 percent
each of the English and the math teachers report that a]ternate published or

teacher-made curr1cu1um materials are availablé to meet students' special needs.
Almost all of - the Eng]1sh teachers use this resource, with a]most half of them

report1ng week]y use. Of the‘math ‘teachers, about 12 perCent do not use this
optien, and the rema1n1ng 70 percent or so report most frequently using the

_option severa] times a year or at the week]y level. ' = é‘
About 75¢percent of the English teachers and 80 percent of the math teachers
report that they have ‘the option of work1ng with other teachers to pian .and

develop tests or other assignments, about 10 percent of each sample report____

\

that they do not make use of this resource English teachers most frequently .

cited levels of use are once or twice a year and about once a week Math teachers

most frequent]y cited degrees of use are about the same as those of the English:

-
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‘ teachers repor that they do not use th1s opt1on Of the teachers who de use

" a year, to once or twicé a month, to once-ar twice a week.

*

»
teachers, with the exceptign that more math than Eng]1sh teachers report use .

of-th1s resource on a weekly level.
P

N

For about ha]f of the tenth. grade teachers, in both subject areas, qulck,
computerlzed scoring fhd analys1s of ;ests is reported as being ava11ab1e.‘

But about 20 p rcent of the Eng]1sh teachers and 15 percent of the‘math ;'

#a)

the opt1on mos Eng11sh and math teachers report degree of use at a few tlmes
.a year' about fi e, percent of each samp]e report us1ng the resource once or
twice a month, and a few teachers report use at once a week ‘

The numbers of teachers for whom "item banks" of test questions arz ava11-
able which they can draw upon for mak1ng up their own 1tems are rough]y s1m11ar

Jto'the numbers report1ng for quick scor1ng of tests. This resource is ava11ab1e

. -
g

for about ha]f'of-the math- teachers and for almost half (46%) of the Eng11sh i
teachers. About seven percent of each,sampie‘report they do not make use of

. - g ° 0. -
this resource.” Degree of use varies across both populations from once or twice 1

‘ "

;pe availability of the twp rema1n1ng resource options queried in the survey
appears to fluctuate somewhat more than those reported above 3n terqé,of the )

subJect taught For examp]e, while only about 40 percent of the math teachers

report that there are spec1a]1sts outside their classroom to whom they can send

‘students for spec1a1 help, this. opt1on was reported as ava11ab1e by about 85 .per- e

and once or twiceia week.,

cent of the English teachers. “About 10 percent of each p0puJat1on report they

do not make use of th1s optIon, for those who do, degree of use var1es from

- .
* » N - -

-
-

' .- t

. once or twice a year -- the most. frequent response -- to once or tw1ce a month }
|
|
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:The availability of instructional machines, such ds audiovisual equipment'
and computer terminals for students"independent work, also varies by subject

taught. However, for this rgsource, it is only avaitable for about half of the

L]

-

math teachers, while for the Eng]ish teachers it is reported as available by e

about 65 percent of the sample. -About 15 percent of the math teachers report
they do not use this option, while less than 10 percent of the Engliéh teachers'
report they do not use it. For the math teachers, most frequent]y cited degrees

,of use are once or twice a year and once a tw1ce a week; for the English teachers,

‘the most frequently cited degrees of use are once or twice a year, “once or twice

a month, ‘and once or twice a week.

-

District Assistapce

°

. The next part of the survey asked the secondary teachers a series’ of questions

+ »
.

about the kinds of assistancestheir districts“provide in matters related to -

student assessment. Some .c]ear patterns emerge. from the responses of the approx-

s .

imate]y 120 English and 120 math teachers who responded.

when we “Took. at the responses of all the secondary teachers responding, in

. oniy one area of district assistance in assessment do the maJority of teachers

in both samples indicate receiving help; that he]p is in the matter of the district . -

providing ana1y51s‘5nd expianation of state, district, or schoo] t%pt resuits.

-

For th1S item, 71 perCent of the English teachers and 57 percent of the math
teachers responded that thTS kind of he]p is provided Of the 71 percent of‘the‘

' Eng]ish teachers who indicated that they do reCEive this he]p,_53 percent noted
that it.is relevant or very re]evant to their- Speciffc classroom tasks, 15 percent'
that it is slightly reTevant; and only three percent that the heip.is not re]evant.
Of the.57 percent of the math &eacherS4receiving this'kind.of’heiﬁgfagput 40, ° -

percent indicated-thaf it,iS'reievant or very relevant to their classr'oom work;

-
»




< Ns.

-

,15'percent-that it ts at.least ,s1ightly relevant; and one teacher that the

help is not re]evant.\ // \ ’ \ .
. Dfstrict provision of assistance to teachers also seems to occur forithe
administration of tests required hy state, district, and/or schoolt but more so
for English than math teachers. Sixty-three percent of the. English teachers |
indicated that soch help is available to them, but onfg 42‘perc§nt of'the math

&

teachers noted that it is avajlable. Of the English teachers, about 47 percent
responded that the he]p is relevant or very relevant to~the1r classroom work; R
about 13 percent that it is slightly re]evanﬂ, and two percent that it is hot L
relevant. Of the 42 percent of the Tiath teachers who do rece1ve th1s d1str1ct

help, about 27 percent responded that it is relevant or very re]evant; the remain-

ing 15 percent are almost equally divided between slightly relevant and not

\

relevant. .

4

. The two areas above are - the only ones for which districts consistently
make an effort, at least agfperceived by the teachers, to provide ass1stance
in matters- related to stuﬁent:assessnent. For the rema1n1ng six items
querying-district'assistahce the pattern 1s clear; most teachers, gn‘both

-English ano~math,.report that the assistance simply is not available.

. For exampTe, when asked i% their districts provide help inlselecting or.
constructing good tests, 80 percent of the Eng]ish teachers and 85 percent o? ‘
the math teachers reported that their'districts'do not. For those Eng]%sh ano

‘math teachers who do receive this assistance, most reported that it is relevant
"\ or very relevant to them, only about three percent of each sample 1nd1cated

that- it 1s on]y s]1ght1y re]evant ) . ,
. In the area of district help in alterpate ways (other than tests) that
teachers can use to assess student achievement, 68 percent of the English

tegghers and 78 percent of the mathwteachers reported that it is not available. -

N 1 1
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Again, of those teachers receiving™this he]p, most indicated that it is re]evant

. or very re]evant, and about six or seven percent that it is on]y slightly
S reJeVant.
About 65 percent of the Engl1sh teachers and 70 percent of the math teachers
do not receive district ass1stance on materia]s that can be used to prepare
students for part1cu]ar sk1]]s to improve test-tak1ng ab1]1t1es. But of those
‘teachers who do rece1ve this help, most f1nd it relevant-or very re]evant, about
eight to 10 percent of them find it slightly releVant. . lJ
h_ Almost 65 percent of the English teachers and about 70 percent of the math
teachers indicated that there is no d1str1ct assistance in teacher’ 1nterpretat10n
and use of different types, of tests and their app]ications. But once again, most
: teachers whoodo receive this assistance note that it ts re]evant.or very relevant
to their CIassroom work; a few indicate that it is at least s]ight]y relevant. 2
In the matter of ty1ng what they teach to the kinds of skills or content
covereé on/requ1red tests, 60 percent of the English teachers and somewhat more .
than 70 percent of the math teachers do not receive this kind of help from their
‘districts. Again, those who do, find it mostly relevant or very revelant, with
‘a few finding at least slightly relevant. _ . |
Finally, 75 percent of the English teachers and a]most 85 percent of the
math teachers reported fﬁ/t there is no d1strict training to he]p teachers use the )
- results of tests to improve the1r 1nstruct1ona1 programs. Of the teachers who fQ%$
e do receive this trainjng, most find it relevant or very re]erant to their c]ass-
npom work,’with'a few teachers rating it only as s]ight}y relevant.
~ With the exception of some district assistance .in test administration and
T ' test anaTysis or interpretation, then, the secondary teachers “indicate that most

of them do not receive the kinds of assistance asked about in the survey; on the

> other hapd, the teachers who do receive assistance-in matters related to student.
. . . . - b4 » .

Y .
- - . . -
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assessment, by and large, appear to find it to have specific relevanc

to their classroom work.

District Training/College Courses

Only 58 of the English teachers and 46 of the math teachers indicate
that they have attended district meetings on test selection/construction
and/or district testing policies 'in the past two years. Based on the

’

smaller numbers of teachers‘responding in the affirmative to a.related item -
in the oreceding series, we might suspect that these meetings were more
concerned with policy than with test selectionffonstruction. At any rate:

of the English ‘teachers attending such meetings, about 40 percent of them
1nd1cated ‘that they have attended one to, five hours of such Aeet1ngs, about
another 35 percent that they have attended six to 10 hours of these meet1ngs

.- [ES S,

. of the math teachers respond1ng in the affirmative, about 50 percent have

attended one to five hours of such meetings; about another 25 percent have ;

o ™

attended six to.ten hours of such meetings. ) .
In terms of district inservice on other topics re]ated to student
assessment, 63 English tdachers and 45 math teachers responded that they
have received' such inservice. Of the English teachers a 1ittle more than
65 percent of them'indicated such inservige in the range of one to five
_hours in the past two‘years 0f the math’ teachers, about 65 percent of tpém
noted that their 1nservice in the last two yéars amounts to one to five hours{
Jfor another 30 percent. this inservice amounts to- s1x tq 10 hours Lo -
Twenty-e1ght Eng11sh teachers and 10 math teachers reported that they _
' have taken college courses in the last two years that were devoted exc]us1ve-> "
‘ ly to student assessment. For 54'percent of the English teachers, the
*{“ courses they have takeh amount to one to five hours; one or two teacher
" indicate co]]ege coursgs in each of the five-hour intervals between six and -

" 60, Simi]ar oatterns ho]d for the math teachers responding to th1s item.
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District Uses of Assessment Information

The secondary teachers in the sample responded next to four questions

-

/[

L
dealing with school-administration uses of assessment information in
gj%n, a little more than 1

relation to teachers! instructional practices. A

120 English teacherg,and just under 120 math teachens responded.to these

questions \\\\h : L

For the first quéstion, dealing with school adﬁinistration review
of test scores with teachers to identify*skills or content areas in need
" of additional emphasis, only about eiéht percent of the English teachers

and ld percent of the math teachers indicated that thie kind of practice
happens regularly as part of the school;s routine procedures. For abeqt
25 percent of the English teachers but only for about 10 pefcent of the ;
math teachers this'practice happens quite often but not on a regular or
‘routine basis. For a 1ittle more than 40 percent of the English teachers
and just under 40 percent of the math teachers th1s happens rare]y and on
no regular basis. Finally, for about 25 percent of ‘the English teachers
" and about 38 percent of the math teachers it does not_happen at all.

The next question dealt with school administration dbservation of
teachiﬁg, revieWing teachers' lesson p]ané, and/or requiring teechers'to‘
write reports to ensure that students' special neéds, as_shown by test
_ scores, ere'emphasized. For about 25 percent, of ihe English teachers

and about 18 percent of the math teachers this practice is regular aﬁd'

. 4
part of the school's routine procedures. -For approximately 15 percent of

both teacher samples the practiee happens quite often but not on a regular - . -

or routine basis. For just over 30 percent, again for both teacher samples, . l
- )\ ’ . .

™
oF . . . . \

127




120
A

the practice is rare and on no regular basis. The practice does not

N

. happen at all for 30 percent of the Eng]1sh teachers and about 37 percent

of the math teachers: .» ‘ : T
Being required te turn in the scores/grades of tests or assignments

~ } that they royt1ne1y g1ve in c]ass appears to be a regular and rout1ne
procedure for aboyt seven percent of the English teachers and five percent
of the math teachers; these approximate percentages hold for quite frequent -
occurrence which is neither routine nor’regular, and for rare occurrence
on no regular basis.‘ In‘each case, the percentages are slightly higher
for the English teachers; The practice does not happen at all for about
73 percent of the EndTﬁgh teachers and almost 80 percent of the math
, teachers. o ‘

The last question 1n this series asked the teachers if their school
adm1n1strat1on evaluates their teaching on the basis of student test scores
and/or. establishes spec1f1c test-score g%ades for the students and the teacher
to meet. This practice is regular and routine for only one percent of the -
Eng]ish teachers and about -three percent of the math teachers. It happens

quite often but not on a regu]ar or rout1ne basis for about seven percent of

the English teachers and three percent of the math teachers. It happens rare]y
. and on no regular basis for seven or eight percent of each teacher sample, and .

does not happen at all for the approximately 85 peréent‘rf;a1n1ng ‘for eachsample.

‘\W

1 ou o

\ . \ - , . ‘ . ' "
' District Reporting of Test Results : )

Y
The final background question inm the survey asked questions on test

turn-around time, the usefu]nesghbf test reporting formats, and whether

the districts encourage teachers t0'emphasize»the basic skills. Response

Tl yates were agawn around 120 for each’ teacher sample-. .

%; \\\ - Approx1mate1y 32 Eng]ish teachers (26%) and 28 math teachers (24%)

"y i N ‘ o ~123£3 o - e

-\./)




5,.

¥

-

indicated that their district returns test results quickly enough that

teachers .can use them for modifying their 1nstruct1on About 43 English

teachers (36%) and 32 math teacHers (28”) noted that the results are

returned too s]ow]y for the teacher to use them-in modlfy1ng teach1ng

Ten or 11 teachers (9%) in each sample responded that the d1str1ct does

‘not return the1r students' test results, and about 35 English teachers

(30%) and 45 math teachers (59%) indicated that the question does not f
aoply. . - . . |

In response to whether the district reports back students' test
results in a way that facilitates teachers! use of the information, 56
English teachers (46%) and 40 math\teachers (35%) indicated that detajled
results are provided dn'a useful format. This f1nd1ng appears to be a

little at odds w1th some of the responses to the items 1mmed1ate1y above.

It may be that wh11e some teachers receive results too late to_mod1fy‘
instruct{on they do make other uses of the information. About 31 Engl1sh
teachers‘(ZS%) and 28 math teachers (24%) responded that the district provides
liftle uséful information 1n the way of test results, and 35 English teachers'
(29%) and 47 math teachers (41%) that the question d\es not app]y.

The last question in ‘this series asked whether the d1str1ct has encouraged

teachers, in connection with an assessment program, to emphasige the teaching

of basic skills. About 107 English teachérs (88%) indicated that their

\]

districts do follow this practice; while the ;emaining 12% that their districts

do not. For the math teachers approximately the same percentages hold.

P

Teacher Attitude Toward Testing and Test-Related Issues

A fumbér of items on' the survey probed teachers' attitudes toward testing

—_—

_— - .
,and test-related matters English teachers' response\rates to these items

ran from»103 to 122 ‘for the math teachers response rates were from 97 to 115.

o0

Table 2(1 below shows the percentages of English teachers and math teachers who

strongly aﬂi?ed or aqreed with a serwes of statements on the top1c of concern.

S e 129 -
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. : Table 20; )
4 Teacher Attitude Toward Testing and Test-Related Issies X
N * { >

.

Percentage of Teachens
In Agreement

- Tte English - Math

Testing motivates my students to Etudy . 82 B 92

¢ 3

harder.

. Commercial test$ are usually of high 47 43
quality. N \ . -

The content (or skills) on most reguired _ 72 , 76

tests is very similar to the content &

(or skills) that I teach.

The pressure that testing exerts on the : 59 ' 72
[ schools has a generally beneficjal effect.

Recently, I .have been spending more . 44 34
teaching ‘time preparing my students to g4, .
take required tests. )

The tests developed ip qur district are 59 57
very good. . e
The curriculum today demands more ) 66 51 - -
complex student thinking, than in the “ 5
past. -

Teachers should not be held accountable 60 67
for students® scores on standardized ‘
¥ achievement tests or tests of minimum
competency. . ' . - .
4 . * A3
1 In our school, students are more rigidly \ 40 N\ 31 '
N tracked than they were two or three )

INeEPs ago. . . .

Tests of miniifin competency/proficiency/ 90- 92

. functional literacy should be required of '
.- all students for promotion at certain .
' grade levels or for high school graduation.

e
¥ oukt T s

~ Tests of minimum compétency.are frequently 49 - 30
unfair to particular students. A , R

As a-result of minimum competency tests 39 . 407
" (and similar programs), parents are contgct- ‘ ,
ing schools about their children more : T .
frequently or in greater numbers. ‘ ‘ ' :
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Table 20: : d

A . 4 L (continued) — ‘ :
Ty . ki . . Percentage of Teachers g
: . \?"J . - . 1n Agreement o ‘ >
_ _TItem ' English : Math = -
_,%.. \__:‘ ) -~ N
. Tes® of minimum competency have affecfed — 65 s 42
- (would affect) the amount of time I caf» N T
»  spend-teaching subjects or skills tha ‘ »
mthe tests do'not cqver.. - o .ot
In our' school, testing programs ar 33 ' 44 )
generally he]d to be much less important - R ‘
thafi~thessocial prob]ems with wh1ch we — - . .
are concerned \ . :
| Basic skills teaching (including remedial . "85 ) , 78
i work) is now consuming a substant1a11y - . _ .
increased proportion of our school's - . L
educational resources.
The proportion of school's resources now . - 33 . a4
allocated to basic skills teaching is L '
so great as to detract from the quality ‘
of our total educational program. )
4 ) 4
i Some fairly clear trends emerge from these data. On the one hand,
the vast maaor1ty of. secondary teachers from both samples state agreementL .
with the use of m1n1mum competency tests for promot1on or graduation
N ] On the other- hand, whﬂe most math teachers do not believe that these
tests are unfair to certain kinds of students, about 30 percent of them
do, and about 50 percent of the Eng]ishwteachers' v'fculd‘ag ee.
The great maaor1ty of. both samp]es agree that testin 1not1vates - -
their” students to study harder yet. about 60 percent of the Enghsh »
teachers%nd 70 percent of the math teachers fee] that te chers should
c .. not be held accountable for students' scores on standardized or minimum :
: . $
<. competenCy tests. On the other hand, stab]e numbers of [teachers in : o
& PR . . N

- . . .

- Lo




‘ ¢ . .
"normed" tests. This supposition might be. borne‘out by the high levels

' of teacher agreement that the content or skills on most required tests /

-

" not covered by the tests. Perhaps math ‘teachers take a different view of

~ ) LY * .
. g 0
< = 0n ‘ {
. ° s . ° .
. . % .
Ka L Y

L J

. - s <. ' . .
both samples disagree, and believe that teachers should be held account-

v . . . v o

able for student performance on ‘these tests. &

At the crux of this 1ssue,£perhaps, is the kind' of test used, its
purpose, and its orig%n For examp]e, the majority of both sampl€s
appear dubious about the- quality of commercial tests; greater numbers of
teachers in both samp]es appear - rather more comfortab]e with the tests '
developed in their own d1str1cts. Perhaps teachers accept ‘being he]d

accountable for students’ scores on locally developed and locally

is similar to the content they teach, especia]lyvshoulo these required
tests be locally deyeloped and driven by the local currtculum or cOme S
with the curriculum accepted andiused by the teachers .

The great majority of both.samp]es agree that basic skills teaching
is now. consum1ng an increas1ng proportion of the1r schoo]s educat:onal
resources, yet do not appear to believe thatethls a]]ocat1on is so great
as to detract from the quality of their schools' total educat1on program.
On theeother hand, while teachers seem to support the‘need to teach in
the basic skills, some of them'are. more reserved about the curricular

effect of minimum competency esting For, examp]e most Eng]1sh teachers

)
Wl s e
' TnA

agree that tests of minimum competency affect the ‘amount of time they can
spend teaching content/sk111s that these tests do not cover; this may ' .

suggest overemphasis of read1g// comprehension testing to the detriment of

other ski]]s held important py ng]1sh teachers. On .the’ other hand,
almost 60 percent of the mat achers do not'agree that tests of minimum

competency affect the amount of time they can spendeteaching content/skills ' ‘,-
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subject breadth versus basis skills; perhaps they find a better fit
"between required tests and content taught.
A somewhat varied picture of tests and testing seems to exist, ‘
starting with the majority agréement that testing programs are generally‘ ‘ ’/;>
held to be more important than:the social programs teachers are concerned
with. Yet the majority of both sanples agree that ,testing has. a -general-
1y beneficial effect;'they also agree that their schools are n§¢ spending : .
increasing instructional time to prepare students to take required tests,
-and that their students are not becoming more rigidly tracked. Given
the finding that most secondary teachers believe that the curriculum today
demands more complex student thinking than in the past, teacher perception
about tracking is important Rigid tracking, especially if done on the
basis of tests not seen as accurate by teachers, might be -seen as affecting

s their potential to stimulate students. -

Teacher Uses of Assessment ReSults

bl

'The secondary teachers responded to a set of questions on how they
use various kinds of information in their decision making about students.
The decision concerns they responded to were the same as those queried 1in
the elementary samp]e -- (1) p]anning teaching at the start of the school '
year; (2) initial grouping or placement of students; (3) changing a student
from one group or curriculum tQ another; and (4) assigning students' reporti
caro grades. The data in the.table following indicate the percentage of
teachers who rated a given information source as crucial or important for

the decision purpose' Numbers.in parenthesis reflect percentages of

teachers reporting that the assessment information is not avai]ab]e.

T Response rates c0ntinue to be in the range of 115 fo 120 for each sample.

El
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Teacher Use of Assessment IfFormation for Different Decision-Making Purposes ) .
(Percentages reporting use of this informat*‘n for (tb_e specified purpose) ¥
i _ " Changing a Student
+Planning Teaching . o, from One Group Deciding on -
at Beginning of Initial Grouping or Curriculum Students' Repont
School Year . of‘Students to Another Card Grades >

. Source/Kind of Information C Engd Math égg]ish © Math English - Math Engl 1'sh, Math
Previous teacher's éomments, ’ 32 29 ° : \ g 38 ' .
reports, grades (8) (9) (8) . (9)

Students' standardiZed test scoves 51 25 29 65~ 40 15% 7*
I ' (2) (3) (3) (10) () (1) (14) (22)
Students' scores on district continuum 50 27 * 46 36 52 40 9 3
" or minimum competency tests (19) (18) (20) (23) - (19) (23) (27) (27)
My previous teaching gxperience 98 96
- o 'z- >
Results of tests 'included with : I 3 . -8 40 45 30
curriculum being used J (29). (36) (13) © (25) (17) (26)
. Results of other special placement 42 " 28. '
tests = W | (26) (34)

. ‘Results of special tests developed or 53 32 32 26
chosen by my school (23) (39) « (25) (33)
Results of tests I make up 87 72 92 * 92 100 . 98

- - (9) - - (3) - -
My own obseryations and students‘ > 97 85 99 96 99 97 .
* classroom work . - -- - - -- -—
N . 135 =
124 ‘ C
ese. ratings are fop "1mportant" onlys. they do not reflect any "crucial " ratings. , >
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. 25 percent finding them to be slightly important.'

° . 2 * < :
«fghAs was the case with(the elementary school teachers, ind#®idual
teachers’ previous experience is by far the most important source of
information'for most.teachers as they plan instruction at the beginning

of the school year. For the English teachers, students’ scores on stand- -

v . . . . -
ardized tests and\the1r scores on district continua or tests of minimum

competencj are held as important by about half of the sample,‘to11owed

by previous teachers' comments with ut 30 pefceht. In addition, for
teachers' comments and standardized j::\;Estrict continua/mintmum compe-
tency tests, another 20- to' 30 percent of the English_teachers find them

to be slightly important in this decision area. Note that for students'
scores on district continua/minimum competency tests, almost 20 percent of
the English teachers report this kind of assessment information is not

available to them.

These patterns.are of the same order as ‘those obtaining for the

_math teachers, with the eicept}én that only about 25 oercent of these

raters find standardiged and dis;rict continua/minimum comoetency test
scores to be crucial or important. For'teacher comments; another 40
percent of the math teachers find them to be~s1ight1y important "Again,
a sizable number of ‘math teachers (18%) indicate that d1str1ct contlnua/
m1n1mum competency test data are not available to them

Inymaking their decislons about initial grouping or placement of'
students, teachers'-own observations and the results of tests they make
up themselves are deemed most'important by most of the English and math
teachers. Previous teachers ~comments are the same for both popuTat1ons

"with a1most 40 percent,{inding them crucial or important and another

LS

Again, as was the case with the elementary teachers, note that

/ . ks . . . .
students* scores on-"formal" tests. continue to have importance for some
o\
oot
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. : e-teachers as they make their initial grouping decisions; this trend,is -

“ somewhat more pronounced for the. English teachers, especially'in the

< case of standardized test scores. These more formal measures, further,
are s11ght1y important for anywhere from 15 to A0 percent of the '

teachers depend1ng on the particu]ar source of information. Note 0nce T

-~

-again that for a sizable number of teachers, certain kinds of test . »

v

information are reported as not being ava11ab1e 10 percent of the math
, teachers make this statement for standardized tests; about 20 percent

each'for English and math report there aré no scores on district‘continua/

e

. " minimum competency.tests; depending on the particular measure being cited,

L " anywhere from 25 to 35'percent of the teachers sState there'is no ihforma-

/. M -

s -« tion ava11ab1e from tests that are part of their curricu]a or fromaother
. specia] p]acement tests. While non ava11ab111ty of some of these measures
(e.dg%, standardized'tests, curriculum tests) is not too surpr1s1ng early

in the year when initial‘grouping\decisions are being made,” the unavaila- .

bility of other special placements tests for a‘fair number of teachers

.’.‘\

A

may be noteworthy.

The p1cture with rega to teachers decisions aboutchang1nq a. student .

:ag,;, from ohe group or ‘curriculum fo another IOoks quite ba]anced ‘Once again,

teacher observations and resu]ts oi_the1r own tests are the most important

Z7f ’ sources-of information for most teachers. B’t note that both samples
. demonstrate that there is st111 some reported 1mportance for standardized

“tests 1n this, dec1s1on area. Particu]ar]y for the Eng]ish teachers, :'

; standard12ed tests, albe1t in conaunct1on with other kinds of assessment

f;;z - / ; ' L
) . information, are still 1mportant in decis1ons be1ng made once the school
;gj‘ . year is well.underway. Similar patterns hé1d “for district cont1nua/m1nimumﬂji. ‘

P
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competency tests, tests that are part Of curricular ma&erials, and - ~

results of special tests devéioped o¥ chosen hg the school. And‘again,

. a fair numbet 6f teachers 21so report these devices "to be s]ightiy ~—~

&

important in their decision making. °

-

" While some of the findings reflecting the unavai]ability of certain

\

" kinds of assessment information early in the school year are. not surpris-

ing, it is a little more surprising that so many teachers report their
non-availability once the(séhool yeéar is underway and decisions about

instructional and classroom management modifications are being made:

_ this regard, about 10 percent of the math teachers report that no stan-

dardized test data are available; roughly 20 percent of each sample

kd

repprt that -information from district continua or minimum competency
tests‘is not available to thgmi almost 15 percent of theAEngiish teachers
and 25 percent of_the.math teachers‘report non-avajiabiiity-of information
from curricuium tests; almost one quarter of the Eng]ishfteachers ;nd
about 40 percent of the math teachers report the same for special tpsts
deve]oped or chosen by the school.

With regard to making deciSions about students report card grades,

) resu]ts\of their own tests and other observations of students remain of

¥
\
»

greatest importance for most- teachers. Results of curriculum tests -
L * N .

appear next in order of importance as refTected by percentages of teachers,.

Al

followed by results of tests deve]oped or chosen by their schoo]

qu% that the indices of nonzavailability of information from a given

' measure remain fairly constant between decisiuns involying student changes

.and decisions about their report card’ grades. Tha& is, where informatien

is reported as unavailabie for teacher decisions uring the schoo] year

. -
[ T - . Id
- ’ L) A . -
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or.semester, it also appears to be equally unavailable at_or near the end

of the year/semestef, Perhaps for some teachers these measures siﬁp]y
do not exist; for others it may be that the resdlts of ce}tain'heasures
a;e not méde-qvailable to teachers when they are needed for-a given
decision; perhqps for;some tests the results are(adminigtered and filed
gentra]]y and are never provided to teaehers. The latter two cases

might be distlnct poss1b111ties based on teachers' respon§es ear11er in

this section on the manner in which test results are returned to them.

&
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